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ABSTRACT

Open Admissions at. the City University of New York: A Description of
Academic Outcomes After Three Semésters
. Authors: - David E. Lavin, Associate Professor, Dept. of :Sociology, Lehman College
’ and CUNY Graduate Center, Diréctor of Open Admissions
Research.

- Barbara Jacobson, Assistant Professor, Dept. of Sociology, Lehman College

- - - ~
-

This is a comparative study presenting data for 12 campuses of the City University
- of New York. The primary focus is upon- the first freshman-class which entered
under the Open Admnissions Program which began September, 1970. Outcomes for this -
; class are considered over a period of three semesters. The 1970 and 1971 freshmen
- B . are also compared with regcrd to their performance in the first term of their fresh-
man- year.

- -

The background of Open Adnissions is described, and the major features of the pro-
gram are discussed. The social and economic characteristics of the students are
.also considered. .

Students are compared (within co11eges and across colleges) on two major criteria
of academic success: (1) Grade point averages; (2) Rates of credit genmerationm.

_A similar set of analyses are carried out with regard to the effects of remedial
and éoq:ensatory education programs. These analyses are tentative because the
data are preliminary and do not cover a long enough time period.

Next, at;triiion is considered. Dropouts and non-dropouts are compared with regard
_to the characteristics of their academic performance. Attrition data for the
University are compared with national findings. .

Finally, the 1970 and 1971 freshnen classes are compared with regard to indices
of academic success and the effects of remedial programs.

This report is essentially descriptive rather than interpretive. Future reports
will become increasingly interpretive, in the sense that the focus will be upon
the reasons for observed differences among students and among campuses.
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PREFACE

“At the request of the Off:lce of the Chancellor, Professors Lavin and
Jacobson undertook a formidable assignment. In order to proceed with their
evaluation research upon the Open Admissions experience at the colleges of

- the City University of New York, first they had to create a student data

base. Student performance records were not kept centrally at CUNY in 1970;
and most of the colleges did not have computerized information- Systems.
Because of the conditions found during these early data-gathering efforts,
errors and omissions were not infrequent; Hence, Drs. Lavin and Jacobson,
in cooperation with the registrars' and data processing staffs at the
colleges, had-to undertake the laborious tasks of collecting and editing,
correcting and updating tens of thousands of student records.

~ Now there 18 an off:lce whose function it is to maintain a student data
base centrally; and, with each succeeding semester, its records will become
more accurate and more complete. However, the need for basic statistics
regarding Open Admissions was such that, rather tham wait for the further
development of this-student' data base, the statistics already gathered had
to be made available. Accordingly, Professors Lavin and Jacobson were asked
to prepare a report, devoid of interpretative comment, on the three-semester
experience of 1970 enrollees and the one-semester experience of 1971 enrollees.
This they have, done:  In early summer, 1973, they will produce a report on the
four-semester experience of 1970 enrollees and the two-semester experience of
1971 enrollees. Similar reports w:lll be issued in the future. R
. These reports are primarily descriptive.- They are merely a beginning in
the University's effort to conduct evaluation research upon its programs.
Other efforts-are plamned, whose analyses in greater depth should provide re-
sults with greater meaning for program and policy development. It is within
this context that this report by Professors Lavin and Jacobson should be

<

Lawrence Podell, Ph.D.

"~ University Dean for
Program and Policy
Regearch
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Background of Opcn Admissions
In the Fall of 1970 the City University of New York (CUNY) began a

new policy of open admissions. Under this program all graduates of New
York City high schools were guaranteed a place in the University, irre-
spective of their high school average. The advent of this pelicy did not
eliminate all competitive principles in admissions. Students who gradu-
ated high schoolvw‘ith at least an 80 average or who graduated in the top
half of their high school class were guaranteed a place in one of the
four year senior colleges. All others were allocated to one of the two
year commnity colleges.

Open admissions policies are not new in American higher education.
They date back to the 19th century. Nevertheless, the CUNY program has
aroused national attention due to certain significant features which
differentiate it from programs in other places. First, CUNY is attempting
to avoid the high attrition rates characteristic of open admissions policies
elsevhere. The mechanism for achieving this has been the initiation of
programs of remediation and other support services which have never before
been attmpted. on such a massive scale. These services are also responsive
to another aim of the CUNY plan: That academic standards should be main-
tained.

The CUNY program has generated a number of concerns on the part of

the public and witkin the University. There are at least four to be noted




F

#%
’

hid

ONSPRRGIORIT S
e s i ant ‘;‘* )

J

(not necessarily in order of importance). First, to what extent will
CUNY succeed .in avoiding the ?evolving door? 1Im othxer open admissions
mbdels, once the student has been admitted his success or failure is
definecDas largely his own responsibility. At CUNY the responsibility
for success has been transferred to the system to a significant degree.

A second issue conce:x;s rates of academic p-r‘ogress. Given the
fact that substantial numbers of students initially must také remedial
work bearing little or no academic credit, the question arises as to how
long it will take these students to attai;u a degree.

Related to this is a third ‘issue: What is the impact of the re-
mediai or compensatorﬁr work?

A fourth issue involves academic standards. Is it possible for

the University to achieve the aims of open admissions and at the same time

y -

preserve academic:_stan&ards? This issue is frequently noted, althoﬁgh it
must_be pointed out that the concept of standards is usually poorly de-'
fined in such discussions and does not take into account adaptations to

a new clientele which do not necessarily imply a deterioration of standards.
That is, changes in curriculum, conte:’, and teaching technique need not be
synonymous with diluti:on of qualit:.y.

The above issues are both a cat;se and a symptom of the local and
national attention devoted to the CUNY open admissions program. Because
of the visibility and importance of the program, the University has
launched an effort to assess its various facets. This should provide one
rational basis for subsequent modifications and improvements. Moreover,
such data may provide guidance for institwtions in other places wnich may -

be considering the adoption of similar programs.'
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The CUNY Students: Overview of Social and Economic Characteristics

One of the immediate consequences of the open admissions program (In-
_deed, some would say a major reason for its lniti:ation), has been to provide

greater access for minority group students. It was felt that such access

- could ultimately lead to increased chances for social mobility and that,

therefore, the University might play a s1gmf1cant role in interrupting the
poverty-welfare cycle vhich has been cons1dered character1st1c of the life
_ situations of so many in the Black and Puerto R1can communities of New York l
City.

Data‘ on the ethnic composition of the tirst two freshmen classes
fentering' since open admissions clearly indicate an -increase in the attendance
of Black and .Puerto R1can students (see Table A). In both 1970 and 1971
between 16% and 17% of New York City high school graduates were Black. In

_ the fall of 1970 almost 18% of the CUNY freshman class was Black, while in
1971, the percentage rose to 21%. - In short, -Black students are slightly over-
represented in CUNY when compared to their proportions in the high school
graduating classes. One might say that a certain parity has already ”beexl
achieved by tl;is group.

With regard to Puerto Ricans, it is estimated that they constituted
about 93 of high school graduates in 1971. ;rhey were approximately 8.5% of
the CUNY freshman class in both 1970 and 1971. In short, they are very
slightly under-represented. However, when one considers that they were 4%
of the 1967 freshmen, their proportion has more than doubled in four years.

it is important to note that Blacks and Puerto Ricamns have not been
the only groups for whom access to college has increased s:lnce open admissions.
In absolute numbers we estimate that the largest single increase for any

group is the increase in attendance of non-Puerto Rican Roman Catholic students.

_ (While the University does not collect data on religion, some colleges in
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TABLE A

¥

Ethnic Census of Matriculated First-Time Freshmen

¥

1967 ~ 1971

GROUP | 1971 w.Y.C. |

Puerto Rican 9 4.0 5.0 5.9 8.5 8.6

Others? 75 - 89.5 85.7 80.4 73.8 70.4

H.S. Graduates® 11 uwmmA.JH ob 11 1973

16% . 6.5% . 9.37 13.7% 17.7% 21.0%
(11, 348) (1,137) (1,668) (2,775) (6,256) (8,234)

( 6,383) . ( wwwv ( 897) - (1,195) (3,018) (3,372)

L

LOTAL +100.0% 150.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

(53,191) (15,650) __ (3.5,373) (16,283} (26,207) {27,605)

(70,922) - (17,486)  (17,938) (20,253)  (35,511) (39,211)

a

b

C

Includes 'No Response' in CUNY Ethnic Census.

kevised to correct vnomnmaswsm.mnnouu appearing in Fall 1970 CUNY Ethnic Census Report.
The above distribution of New York City high scheol graduates are estimated from data contained in the
tew Yorl: Scate mmcnunwos.ummmnnaosn.m Census of 12th Grade High School Students of Fall 1970.

In light of further w=<amn»mmnWb= into the data a clarification of these estimates i3 in order: In the
Report of the Fall 1970 Uadergraduate Ethnic Census, the pezcentage of Puerto Rican high school graduates
in 1976 was ectimated at 10%. However, this 10% figure includes other Spanish Surnamad Americans as
veflected in the Education Depdrtment's Ceasus. In the 1971 high school graduatiag class the comparable
figure for all Spanish Surnamed Americans is 1iZ%. Independent investigation, confirmed by the research of
Birnbaum and Goldman in The Graduates: A Follow-Up Studv of New York City High School Graduates of 1970,
indicates that otlior Spanish Surnamed American graduates account for approximately 2% of all graduates,
reducing the estiuute for Puerto Rican ruwrennvoow graduates to 9Z%Z.

)
‘

Source: City c=%<mnw»nw Department of Budget and Plauning, Office of Data Collection, January 1972.
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CUNY have participated in the national program of the American Council
on Education for several years. Oir estimate is based on these data).
These findings are important in that.they may serve to correct an erroneous
impression in the public perception;. namely, that open admissions is a
euphemism for Black aﬂd Pue;to Rican admissions.

It is also to be noted that another major group, Jewish stqdents,

do not appear to have been adversely affected by open admissions. It

s o 50 BT 28 NP0 et b ¥ R W
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is true that their proportion has decreased in the CUNY population.

However, this is due primarily to the fact that the additional students admitted

under open admissions have. been from other ethnic and religious groups. There
may havé‘beéh a slight decrease in the absolute numbers of Jewish students
attending CUNY,~but this trend was clearly .evident before the beginning of
bpen admissions. ‘

The economic pogition of any group has important implications for the
fate of that group in many situations. It is, therefore, of importance to
consider the economic composition of CUNY students entering under the open
admissions program. For the first time in 1971 the University collected
information on income as a part of its "Ethnic Census". The CUNY data
indicate that almost 70% of the freshmen report incomes of less than $12,000.
Nationally 24.37% of freshmen in 1970 reported family incomes of less than
$8,000. For the 1971 freshmen at CUNY, the corresponding figure is 42%.

(The CUNY data do not have a cut-point ending at $7,999, On the assumption
that students are equally distributed within an interval, we have inter-
polated to arrive at the conclusion that 42% of the freshmen are below the

$8,000 level.) The data indicate also that 26.5% of the 1971 CUNY freshmen

reported incomes of less than $6,000.
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These figures do not take into account the greater cost of living
in the New York metropolitan area. If adjusted for this factor, the pro-
portions of CUNY students at low income levels would be even higher. i
Why are such data significant? There are at 1east two reasons. First,
national studles of attritlon indicate that economic status is strongly
assoc;ated with dropout_ (Astln, 1972), and this must be considered, there-
fore, in asse331ng the success of the CUNY attempt to avoid the revolv1ng

door phenomenon frequently associated with open enrollment programs. " Second,

the income structure must obylously be taken into account in assessing the

free Fuitionkpolicy which has been in effect at the University since its

inception.

Focus of this report -

~This is the first of a series~of forthcoming reports on open admis-
sions. We are studying the first three classeés which have entered since the
inception of the program. The focus is longitudinal. That is, we aim to
follow these classes .as they move thr;ugh'college. This report considers
the student cohort which entered CUNY in the fall of 1970. It describes
what has happened to them over the course of their first year and a half
in the University. We also present data on the first semester experience

of the 1971 cohort .

The study focuses on student academic outcomes at the individual CUNY
campuses. These campus comparisons constitute the heart of the report.
Aggregate statistics for the senior and community colleges are sometimes
presented to serve as reference points for the campus comparisons.

In many respects CUNY is a federated rather than centrally organized




university. Thus, when the decision was made to begin open admissions in
the fall of 1970, the campuses were expected to conform only to certain
‘general guidelines. They were to develop various support services in areas
* : - such as counseling and remediation, -and there was to be a grace period of
at least one year during‘which students were not to be dismissed for
academic‘reason§. Beyond these general constraints, each campué had great
autonomy in—formulating its own mechanisms for’implanengatiOn.
Campuses therefore exhibited considerable diversity in the‘structuring
S of open admissionsyproéramé. F£0m our point of view this diversity was
- ’ é * ;ortuitéus.> S;nce éhere‘ié no precedeht }of the’CUNf typeiof 'opén aﬁmissiéns

policy, it would have been unfortunate if each campus tried to implement ) .

the policy in the same way.
[

f '{*L ’ The value of diversity is that it constitutes a kind of “natural ex-

" periment". The programs of some campuses-may have been more effective than

_ others. If this were the case, research should allow us to assess those
programs, and components thereof, which seem tolhave the mosg impact. This
would then furnish one rational basis for subsequent modifications and
improvements in programs on every campus. For these reasons the comparative

- focus is crucial.

Our aim in this interim report is descriptive. We give no detailed con-
sideration to.the different styles of open admissions implementation and the

relation of these to observed differenc2s in open admissions outcomes. The

analysis of styles of open admissions implementation is the primary focus of
our project supported by the Esso Education Foundation. When this work is
completed, a report will then consider in detail those specific open admissions

gg component w.inh have beheogsini~lmjmeest.




Organization of the Report

The following topics are considered in the chapters to follow:
1) How successful have students been academically? That is, how are they
doing in terms of the traditional criteria of grades and credit generation?

"2) What has been the impact of remedial progréms? 1Do they enable students

o e

with weak preparation to move into the mainstream of academic work?
3) What are the attrition rates for various categoriés of students and

what ‘are the academic settings and student performances which help to explain

attrition?

4) How do the 1970 an§=}971 freshmen compare in terms of their aca@émic

*

performance during their first semester of college work?

*

Limitations of the Data

. (ﬁ\. . All the data for this report come from two sources. First, high

%' 2 school background déta come from the University Applications Prdcessiqg
Center (UAPC). Second, the academic pe;forgance data have been suppligd by
’the”regi;tr;rs ana data processing managers at each CUNY campus. These

are in the form of computer tapes. The first task when we receive these
data is‘td merge-the two files. Imitially, iéris not p;ssible to match
all cases. We then visit every campus in an effort to recover the informa-
tion necessary to place the student in our data file. This is an ongoing
process, and. therefore, some students are missing from our analyses. This
is particularly true for the case of the 1971 freshmen, where we have not

! yet had an opportunity to recover data necessary for matchiné. For this
reason large numbers of students are missing for this cohort. At one

college in particular (York) we are omitting one major group of students.

( : . It should also be noted that by design SEEK and College Discovery students
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are not included in the report. However, students admitted under other
special programs are included. This will account for the fact that at
Brooklyn College the number of students in certain categories exceeds
the number listed in official enrollment reports as admitted under
"regular procedures".

Another limitation of the data concerns the characteristics of the
student performance information. First, students show incompletes for
some courses.‘ Thése ha#e been updated for the 1970-71 academic year, but
not}for the fall term of 1971. Incompletes not updated receive no credit.
This means thaf in some cases there aré underestimates‘of the credits
earned py students, since some have changed these incompletes into credit
bearing grades which are not reflected in our data.

There were instances in which credits were omitted, courses had no

grades listed, and courses were duplicated (listed more than once). Thege
- —

have been updated for all three semesters covered by this report.

We expect that as CUNY develops its informarion system the data
presented in future reporfs will become more complete.

Data are presented for twelve of the fifteen campuses participating
in the first year of open admissions. For three campuses, there were
serious difficulties with the data. These have not yet been ove;come.
However, when we present our next report on the first two years of open
admissions, we expect to include them. With regard to our comparisons
of the first semester performance of the 1970 and 1971 freshmén, it should
be noted that two new campuses which began operation in the fall of 1971

are not included since there are no comparative data for them.
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Scope of Future Reports

This is a first report on the academic outcomes of open admissions.
Other réﬁorts are fo;thcoming. The next will be an assessment of outcomes
covering four semesters for the 1970 cohort and two semesters for the 1971
cohort.

The;e forthcoming reports will include tests for statistical signifi-
caice of percentage differences which have not been carried out in this re-
port in order to expedite its completion.

In addition, other types of data, for example, on the social and eco-
nomic éharacteristics of the student body, should also enrich future ana-

lyses. Hence, this first report should be seen in a developmental context.

A Note on Percentage Differences

In the analyses to follow we are using two principles in deciding
whether to take percentage differences seriously. First, a rule of thumb
is that differences of 5% or less are considered insignificant. However,
in some cases there may be a pattern revealed by several comparisons. If

several comparisons show small differences, and if they always run in the

same direction, we shall interpret this as suggestive of a trend.
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PERFORMANCE ON CRITERIA OF ACADEMIC SUCCESS
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CHAPTER 2

PERFORMANCE ON CRITERIA OF ACADEMIC SUCCESS

Introduction

In this chapter we consider the two major indices of academic success:
1) Credit Generation; 2) Grade Point Average. All of the three semester N
analyses of credit generation classify students according to whether they
earned more than 36 credits or less than 36 credits. Any analysis of a

single semester groups students according to whether they (1) earned

.12 or more credits or (2) earned less than 12 credits.

Analyses of grade point average always classify students according
to whether they earned less than a 2.00 average or whether they earned a
2.00 or better. The 2.00 level is the minimum required for graduation.

All of the analyses to follow have been conducted while controlling

for high school average. For both senior and community colleges there

are three categories of high school a§erage, level B, level A, and regular.

At senior colleges these categories -have the following definition: 1level B's
are those students whose high school average was less than 70, level A's had
between 70 and 79.9, and regulars are those with averages of 80.or above.

At the community colleges level B's are below 70, level A's are between 70.0
and 74.9, -and regulars'are those with averages of 75 or above. These defini-
tions hold for all analyses in all of the following chapters. It should be
noted that these high school averages are "college admissions averages".

That is, they include only academic courses in areas such as mathematics,

£nglish, science and the like. Moreover, these averages do not include the

>

‘second semester of the senior year.

ﬁata are presented first on the cumulative credits students at the




iudividual colleges earned over the course of the first three semesters.
However, any analysis of open aduissions wvhich considers credits accumulated
over some period of} time falls short of a precise understanding of the
capabilitias of op;n adnissions students. It is more strategic to consider
the following: do they ever show the capacity to perfora in the manner ex- ‘
pected of a full time studeat? That is, can they manage to gensrate at least
12 credits in sny semester? Particularly, are they able to parform as a full-
time student by their third semester of matriculation? The same set of

analyses are presented for grade point average.

¢

Finally, we simultaneously consider the performance of students re~
garding credits and grade 7po!.nt average. We will first look at the per-

formance of level B's at the various senior colleges, followed by a con~
sideration of the level A students, and conclude with a survey of the academ-

?;,f ic achievement of the regulars. We then follow the same procedure for the
community colleges.

(it e

it g
Bl

Comparisons of Senior Colleges: Lavel B Studemts
1. Credit Gensration. Analysss of credit generation are presented in

g0 Ao urai

Tables 2.1-2.4. The proportion of students who persisted in college for three
semesters and who generated 56 or more credits varies considerably from college
to college. At York and Lehman 212 of these level B students had accumulated
36 credits. On the other hand, only 11% of the students at Hunter and 122

at City College and Brooklyn earned this many credits. In short, the pro~
portion of students at the top rank colleges who earned at least 36 credits

was two times grester than the proportion at the ‘lowest rank colleges (Tsble 2.1).
Since the proportion of level B students earning 36 or more credits ia the
senior colleges as & whole is 16%, this means that City College, Huater and

Brocklyn are below average.

L
o«
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TABLE 2.1

Three Semester Cumulative Credits Earned ’
(% Barning 36 or More Credits): Rank Order
of Senior Colleges for Level B Students

College N
York ) 21 33
Lehman 21 42
Saruch 18 51
Brooklyn 12 77
City College 12 26
Hunter 11 28
Queens - 26
CUNY SR. COLLEGE AVERAGE 16 279

*Insufficient N to tabulate results.

One important factor to consider in interpreting these findings is
the number of credits attempted in the first term. Colleges which placed
many students on restricted credit loads would be expected to have a smaller
proportion of students earning 36 credits by the third semester. Of course,
it does not follow that colleges which did not utilize restricted credit
loads will necessarily have higher proportions of students reaching this
level after one year and a half. Nevertheless, 1; is tieéuury to consider
the possibility that gollegu vith rather few students earning 36 credits
vere the ones uh:l.ch'no;t used restricted programs. Table 2.2 presents the )
relevant data. From Table 2.1 we have seen that the three colleges where stu-

dents produced the most credits were York (212), Lehmen (21Z), snd Baruch (18%).
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These three colleges do not c.uster together ian terms of credits attempted

by level B students during their first semester. It can be seen that Lehman

vas the college least likely to use restricted credit loads, since almost
three-quarters of their level B students registered for 12 or more credits. )
On the other hand York and Baruch were the two colleges most likely to utilize
restricted credit ioads. The two colleges with the lowest amount of credit

gemeration (Nunter and City College)were mot iastitutions most likely to

have utilized restricted programming. h short. our fiuluﬁ concerning

three semsster credii gemeration are asteaimply upmud vith refereace

to credits utqidr- |

TABLE 2.2
Credits Attempted First Semester: Level B Students

In Senior Colleges .

CREDITS ATTEMPTED
|
|

College 12+ 8-11 Below 8 |
Lehman nz 242 5% |
Hunter 61 29 .o 11 ‘
Brooklyn 58 33 S
. |city College 50 35 15
York 45 40 15
Baruch 29 49 22
‘Qucm - - —
While there are rather large differences among institutions in the . |
number of credits earned over three semesters, even on the top ranking cam-
puses only about two in ten level B students have earned 36 credits. Since

these students, more than others, would never have been admitted to any col-

lege prior to Jpen admissions, and since it is to be expected that they would
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l be slow starters (frequently a result of remediation), the three semester
F -

SO
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cunulative Hnd:l.né is not unexpected. Indeed, it masks the more critical

question of progress. Imn order to assess this question, we consider per-

S—
R

formance in the third semester.
The data are presented in Table 2.3. Lehman, which was at the top of
“the 1list for three semester cumulative credits earned, also heads the list
- for performance in the third semeseex. Forty-five percent of its level B
students earned 12 or more credits in their third term. Again high on the
1ist is Baruch (392 of its level B's ;ttained 12 credits). 7Both of these
schools are above the cuﬁ“j;énior college average (327). Near the bof.top
-of the list again are City‘Colleg'e (232) and Hunter (lél).
In* summary, we notice considerable spread between the top and bottom

- (:H} X ~ schools. At Lehman almost one-half of the students generated 12 credits,

-

-

whereas at City College and Hunter only about one-fifth of the level B's
* performed this well. A

TABLE 2.3

Percent of Level B Students Earning 12 Credits in Third Semester:
Rank Order of Senior Colleges .

College 4 N

Lehman ‘ 45 42
Baruch 39 51
York 32 33
Brooklyn 26 77
City College 23 26
Hunter 18 28
Queens - 2

CUNY SR. COLLEGE AVERAGE 32 279

ry

Another way of looking at credit generation is to ask whether these
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students are capable of earning 12 credits during any one of their first
three terms. These findings are presented in Table 2.4. Again, Lehman
heads the list.'Three-quarters of its students earned 12 credits during

at least one of their three ter@s. This is considerably above the CUNY
senior college éverage (57% of level B students, CUNY-wide, earned 12 cred-
jts at least once). City College and Hunter again lag, with somewhat less

than 40% of their students earning 12 credits at least once. These two col-

leges are considerably below the CUNY average. The success of their stu-

dents in this regard is only one-half as great as that. of the Lehman students.

TABLE 2.4

Percent of Level B students Earﬁing 12 Credits in at Least
One of First Three Semesters: Rank Jrder of Senior Colleges

College

Lehman
Brocklyn
York

Baruch
Hunter

City College
Queeps

CUNY SR. COLLEGE AVERAGE

2, Summary of Credit Generation. There appears to be consistency of
performance with regard to the three indices of credit generation. Lehman,

Baruch, and York tend to be the three top ranking colleges, while Hunter and
City College students do the least well.
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3. Grade Point Average. We now consider our second and, perhaps, more
crucial index of academic success, grade point average. Data for three sem~
ester cumulative GPA are presented in Table 2.5. Three colleges are above the
CUNY average of 37%. These are York (49% of its level B students had a three
semester cumulative GPA of 2.00 or better), Brooklyn (44Z), and Hunter (43%) .
City College is far below average. Only 82 o; its atudgnts attained a C
average over the first'year and one-half of their college careers. It ii,

also noteworthy that Hunter which was low in credit generation moves toward

the top ofrthe list on the GPA index.
TABLE 2.5

f

Three Semester Cumulative Grade Point Average for Level B Students
(Percent With 2.00 or Above): Rank Order of Senior Colleges

College

York
Brooklyn
Hunter
Lehman
Baruch

CGity College
Queens

CUNY SR. COLLEGE AVERAGE

As to whether students were able to attain-a 2.00 in their third term
(Table 2.6), for the senior colleges taken as a whole, 36% of level B stu-
dents did reach this level. At the 1ndividugl colleges, Lehman did the best
(44%), followed closely by Baruch with 422. Only City College is well below

average (247 of its students earned a C average in their third term).




TABLE 2.6

Percent of Level B Students Earning 2.00 or Better
GPA in Third Semester: Rank Order of Senior quleges

College

e ]

Lehman

Baruch
Hunter

York
Brooklyn
City College
Queens

Y

CUNY SR. COLLEGE AVERAGE

e o A ke % Ay e, T S R A

Our final question concerning grade point average is this: are level B
students able to attain a 2.00 average in any.of their f£ixat thywe .semesters?

The answer (Table 2.7) is in the affirmative for 93% of Humter students.

York (87%) and Brooklyn (82%) are also above the CUNY average of 77Z.

Baruch (64%) and City College (48X) are below average. The range from top to

bottom is fairly wide. A Hunter student is almost twice as likely to have
earned a C average at least once than is a City College student.

The major change that we note for the grade point average criterion
concerns Hunter college. Students there were below average in credit
generation. While their productivity in this regard may be on the low
side, they appear to be doing quite well with regard to grades. We have
not observed any college exhibiting the opposite pattern; i.e., where a
large percentage of students generate many credits but fail to attain a C
average. Students at City College seem to be doing rather poorly on both
credit generation and GPA.
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TABLE 2.7
Percent of Level B Students Earning 2.00 or Better GPA in at Least
One of First Three Semesters: Rank Order of Seaior Colleges
College % N -
Hunter 93 27
York 87 53
Brooklyn 82 77
Lehman 78 41
Baruch 64 50
City College 48 25
Queens - . 2
CUNY SR. COLLEGE AVERAGE 77 275

4. Credit Generation and Grade Point Average Considered Simultaneously

To this point we have considered credit generation and GPA's separately. Our
primary focus is on the percentages of students performing at the minimum
levels necessary for academic success; e.g., earning at least a 2.00 average
and earning at least 12 credits per term. Since both are necessary, we now
consider them simultaneously. The important question is this: what propor-
tions of students are earning 36 credits aad attaining at least a 2.00 GPA?

What can be seen from Table 2.8 is that relatively few students at any
college meet both criteria. For the senior colleges as a whole, only 13%
of level B's were reaching these minimal levels of academic success. Two
colleges depart considerably from the average. At York 212 of the students
are achieving both criteria. On the other hand, at City College this is

true for only 4X of the students. The other colleges are bunched rather

closely around the average.
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TABLE 2.8
Percent of Level B Students With 36 Credits and a 2,00 GPA
After Three Senmesters
College % N
York ! 21 53
Baruch 14 51
Lehman 12 42
Hunter 11 28
Brooklyn 10 77
City College 4 26
Queens - ‘ 2
CUNY SR. COLLEGE AVERAGE 13 279

5. Summary for Level B Students. To summarize our findings for the

level B students, Lehman seems to be doing rather well compared with its
feliow institutions. We would consider performance in the third semester
to be the moét important index of academic progress. With regard to
credits and GPA in this third term, over 44X of the Lehman students are
meeting or exceeding at least one of these minimal criteria. On the other
hand, the performance of City College students seems consistently the
lowest among this group of institutionms. Baruch and York are a bit above

average, while Brooklyn seems slightly below average.

Comparisons of Senior Colleges: Level A Students
1. Credit Generation. We consider first the results for credit gen-

eration. For the senior colleges as a group, 46% of level A students earn
at least 36 credits during the first year and one-half of their college
careers. As shown in Table 2.9, three colleges exceeded this figure:

Lehman (65%), Brooklyn (54%), and York (50%). City College (39%) and

Hunter (28%) were below average.
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TABLE 2.9

Three Semester Cumulative Credits Earned
(% Earning 36 or More Credits): Rank Order
of Senior Colleges for Level A Students

College 4 N

Lehman 65 632
Brooklyn 54 689
York 50 404
Queens 42 397
Baruch 42 501
City College 39 655
Hunter 28 651
CUNY SR. COLLEGE AVERAGE 46 3929

As Table 2.10 shows, the two leading colleges in credit generationm,
Lehman and Brooklyn are also the two colleges most likely to have regis~
tered students for full ac.demic loads (at least 12 credits). Om the
other hand, the two least productive colleges, City College and Hunter
vere not the colleges most likely to place students on restricted credit
loads. This suggests, therefore, that the below average performance of
these two institutions is not in itself due to polici,cs regarding the

number of credits for which studeats registered. .

TABLE 2.10

Credits Attempted First Semester: Level A Students in Senior Colleges

College 12+ 8-11 Below 8
Lehman 93% 5% 22
Brooklyn 84 15 2
City College 71 24 5
York 70 24 6
Hunter 67 24 10
Baruch 55 36 10

Queens 54 ) 31 15
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On our most strategic measure of academic progress, the number of
credits earned in the third semester (Table 2,11), at the senior colleges
as a whole 50% of the level A students earned at least 12 credits. Four
colleges surpassed this figure. Lehman is again the leader (62% of its
students earned 12 or more credits). Brooklyn, Baruch, and York are the
other schools. Queens is close to the average, while City College (40%)
and Hunter (38%) again fall the farthest below the average. Thus at City

College and Hunter almost 4 in 10 level A students earned gt least 12

credits in their third term, while at Lehman this was true of 6 in 10.

TABLE 2.11
Percent of Level A Students Earning 12 Credits in Third Semester:
Rank Order of Senior Colleges

College A N

Lehman 62 632
Brooklyn 55 689
Baruch 54 501
York 54 404
Queens 47 397
0ity College 40 655
Hunter 38 651
CUNY SR. COLLEGE AVERAGE 50 3929

Our final assessment of credit generation considers the percent
of students who are able to carn 12 credits in at least one of their
first three semesters (Table 2.12).The senior college average was 79%.
Again, therc is considerable institutional variation. Ninety-one percent
of Lehman students achieved this level at least once, while this was true

for 66% of Hunter students. The other colleges cluster reasonably close

to the average.
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TABLE 2.12

Percent of Level A Students Earning 12 Credits
in at Least One of First Three Semesters:
Rank Order of Senior Colleges

College )4 ' N

Lehnan 91 632
Brooklyn 83 689
York 82 404
Baruch 78 501
Queens 77 397
City College 75 655
Hunter 66 651
CUNY SR. COLLEGE AVERAGE 79 3929

2, Summary of Credit Generation. The credit generation findings
show a certain consistency. Students at Lehman and Brooklyn secm to be
the most. productive, while City College and Hunter students earned the
fevest credits.

3. Grade Point Average. With regard to our second criterion of
academic success, grade point average, students at Queens and York were
the most likely to attain at least a C average over the course of three
semesters (Table 2.13). About three-quarters of these students reached
this level compared with the senior college average of 62%. At City
College students were least likely to attain a 2.00 average (only 452

did so).

()




TABLE 2.13

Three Semester Cumulative Grade Point Average for Level A Students
(Percent with 2.00 cr Above): Rank Order of Senior Colleges

College N

Queens 397
York 404
Hunter 651
Brooklyn 689
Lehman : 632
Baruch 501
City College 655

CUNY SR. COLLEGE AVERAGE 3929

Data for grade point average in the third semester are presented in
Table 2.14. York which was high on the list for three semester cumulative
GPA leads the senior colleges for this third term performance index, fol-
lowed by Lehman. Seven out of ten York students attained at least a C
average in their third semester. This compares with 60X for the senior
colleges as a group. With the exception of City College, where only 482
of the students earned a C average, the other schools are bunched fairly
closely around the senior college average.

TABLE 2.14

Percent of Level A Students Earning 2.00 or Bettzr GPA
in Third Semester: Rank Order of Senior Coll:ges

College

York

Lehman
Hunter
Queens
Baruch
Brooklyn
City College

CUNY SR. COLLEGE AVERAGE
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On our final measure of grades (presented in Table 2.15) we find that
at Queens 100X of the level A students were able to attain a C average in
at least one of their first three terms. The other colleges fall reasonably
close to the senior college averag of 88%. However, City College is some-
vhat below the others—-77% of its students éere able to achieve a C average

at least once.

TABLE 2.15

Percent of Level A Students Earning 2.00 or petter in at Least One of
First Three Semesters: Rank Order of Senior Colleges

College

Queens - 387
York 400
Hunter 626
Brooklyn 681
Lehman 623
Baruch 494
@ity College 633

CUNY SR. COLLEGE AVERAGE 3844

4. Summary of Grade Point Average. With regard to these GPA criteria,

York and Queens seem to have compiled the strongest record. City College
students continue to have the lowest probability of performing well on this
index. It should also be noted that while Hunter was relatively low in

credit generation, it makes a rather strong showing on grade point average.

Lehman which was at ‘the head of the list in credit generation is about in

the middle on grades, coming close to the senior college average on two of

the three comparisohs.
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5. Credit Generation and Grade Point Average Considered Simultaneously.

We now consider our final assessment of performance for the level A
students. This pertains to the likelihood that students will earn both
36 credits and achieve a 2.00 average over the course of their first three
semesters (Table 2.16). F;n: the senior colleges as a group, 39% of level A
students met both criteria. Three campuses clearly exceed this figure:
Lehman (50%), Brooklyn (45%), and York (45%Z) City College with 30Z and Hunter
with 262 are the institutions whose students are least-iikely to reach

these levels.

TABLE 2.16
Percent Level A Students with 36 Credits and a 2.00 GPA After
Three Semnesters

College 4 N
Lehman 50 632
Brooklyn 45 689
York 45 404
Queens 41 . 397
Baruch 36 501
City College 30 655
Hunter 26 651
CUNY SR. COLLEGE AVERAGE 39 3929

Comparisons of Senjor Colleges: Rcgular Studeats.

1. Credits Earned. At the senicr coileges jeneraily, 75% oi rejular

students achieve at least 36 or more credits over the course of three
semesters. As Table 2.17 shows, two colleges, Lehwan ana Brooklyn, exceed

this record. Queens and Baruch are about average, while York, City College

and Hunter are .below average.
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TABLE .17
Three Semester Cumulative Credits Earned (% Earning 36 or More Credits):
Rank Order of Senior Colleges for Regulsr Students

College y 4 <t
Lehman 88 672
Brooklyn 85 2645
Queens 73 2164
Baruch 72 342 .
York 67 88
City College 65 1204
Hunter 65 1355
-CUNY SR. COLLEGE AVERAGE 75 8270

Seventy-three percent of senior college students achicved 12 or more
credits their third semester.As Table 2,18 shows, four colleges exceeded

this record. These are Lehman, Brooklyn, Baruch and Queeas. Hunter,

City College and York fall below average.

_ TABLE 2.18

Percent of Regular Students Earniag 12 Croults in Thizd Leaesier:

—_ Rank Order of Senior Colieges
COilage 4 N
Lehman 82 672
Brooklyn 81 2445
Baruch 76 342
Queens 75 2164
Hunter 66 1355
City College 58 1204
York 57 88
CUNY SR. COLLEGE AVERAGE 73 8270

With regard to the likelihood of attaining ' or more credits in at
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least one of three terms, the colleges are rather closely bunched (Table 2.19).

Lehman is the leader (98% of its regular students attained a C at least orce.
On the other hand, the lowest rank schools, Hunter and York also showed 912

of their students attaining this criterion.

TABLE 2.19
Percent of Regular Students Earning 12 Credits in at Least Ome of
Three Semesters: Rank Order of Senior Colleges

College 3 N

Lehman 98 ' 672
Brooklyn 97 ' 2445
Queens 94 2166
Baruch 93 342
City Collage 92 1104
York 91 88
Hunter 91 1355
CUNY SR. COLLEGE AVERAGE 94 8270

2, Grade Point Average. We turn now to grades. As Table 2.20 ohows,
94% of Queens students had a C average over their first threw terus. Citcy
College was lowest in this respect--80% of its regular students earned at
least a 2.00. For the senior colleges as a group, &6¢% of the rcgulars
managed at least this average. On this criterion the range bLetween the
lowest cud highest school is souewhat narrower than for earlicr comparisons.

TABLE 2.20

i3]

Three Semester Cumulative Crade Point Average for Level A Students
(Percent with 2.00 or Above): Rank Order of Senior Colleges

College _ 3 N

Queens 94 2164
Lehman 89 672
Hunter L. 1355
Brooklyn as 2445
York 36 88
Baruch 84 342
City College 80 1204
CUNY SR. COLLEGE AVERAGE 88 8270
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As Table 2.21 shows, 882 of Lehman students earned at least a C

4

:rage

in their third semester, while at the lowest rank schools, Hunter and City
College 77% attained this level. The overall senior college average was

83Z. Thus the range from top to bottom is fairly narrow. The same may

e g
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be said for our third measure »7 grade point average: the likelihood of

o, W

earning a 2.00 or better in at least ome of the first tbree terms. All
colleges show well over 90% of their regular students achieving this level
(Table 2.22)..

In general there are smaller differences in academic performance

among regular students than we have observed for the level A and B students.

Nevertheless, I.ehnan. Brooklyn, and Queens seem slightly ahead of the
other‘ colleges in the perfomanée of these students. York, which showed
rather sttongly.for the level B and A studeats, is not a leader for the
regular students. Hwev.er, since the >range of performance among this

group is relatively narrow and the attainment rather high, this is not a

- particularly striking finding. City College continues to be among the

lowest schools, as it has with all of our other comparisons.

’

TABLE 2.21

Percent of Regular Students Earning 2.00 or Better G.P.A. in Third Semester:
Rank Order of Senior Colleges

[

College

Lehman
Brooklyn
Queens
Bafuch

YorK

Hunter

City College

CUNY SR. COLLEGE AVERAGE




: § TABLE 2,22 V
- Percent of Regular Students Earning 2.00 or Better GPA in at Least
:“ One of First Three Semesters: Rank Order of Senior Colleges
%
' College Y4 N
Queens ' 100 2148
z Lehman 929 670
5 York : - 97 . 88
L. Hunter . 97 1335
& Brooklyn 97 2439
¥ Baruch 97 339
% City College ] 95 1173
£ CUNY SR. COLLEGE AVERAGE 94 . 8192
? 3. Credit Generation and Grade Point Average Considered Simultagpeously.
% Table 2. 23 shows the percentages of students at each college who earaed
] g_ 1 at least 36 credits as well as at least a C average. ' Lehman again leadé the '
N : . '
' E" group (82% attained both criteria), followed by Brooklyn with 81Z. The
%: senior college average is 73%, and this is matched exactly by Queens. The
§’§ remaining institutions fall slightly below this figure with York (63%),
) City cu.h;c (63%), and Huater (62%) at the low end of the distributiom.

P

¢ T T“m 2’23

Percernt Regular Students with 36 Credits and a 2.00 GPA After
Three Semesters

College y4 N

Lehman 82 672
Brooklyn 81 2445
Queens 73 2164
Baruch 68 342
York 63 88
City College 63 1204
Hunter . 62 1355

CUNY SR. COLLEGE AVERAGE 73 8270
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f Comparisons of Level B, Level A, and Regular Students

We now wish to consider the discrepancy in performance among level B,
A, and Regular students. Our focus is on the following question: at what
colleges is the performance gap among the three levels of students greatest,
and at what colleges is it the smallest? These comparisons are presented
in Tables 2.24 and 2.25.

For cumulative credits earned the performance gap between level B and
level A students is smallest at Baruch and York. At the former a level A
student is 2.3 times as‘likely to have earned at least 36 credits than is "

! : tﬁe level B student. At Brookiyn‘the level A student is 4.5 times as likely
to earn this many cfedits’than his level B counterpart. . '

The performancé gap between level A and regular students is smaller.

At York the regular student is 1.3 times as likely to earn 36 credits compared

) { )
with the level A student. At Lehman the ratio is 1l.4. The largest gap is
at Hunter where the ratio is 2.3.
TABLE 2.24
j Comparison of .rvel B, A, and Regular Students:
Cumulative Credits Earned (Ratios),: Senior Colleges
: Level B with Level A with
College Level A Regular
Lehman 3.1 1.4
York 2.4 1.3
Brooklyn 4.5 1.6
Baruch 2.3 1.7
Queens ——— 1.7
Hunter 2.5 2.3
City College 3.3 1.7
¥
With regard to cumulative grade point average, the gap between level B's
? {fﬁ and level A's is smallest at York and Brooklyn. It is.largest at Qity College
where the level A student is 5.6 times as likely to earn a 2.00 average than his

3
,} . . t .
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? level B counterpart. The discrepancy in performance between level A and
regular students is again smallest at York, followed by Queens and Hunter.

The gap is largest at City College.

TABLE 2.25
f Comparison of Level B, A, and Regular Students:
‘ Three Semester Cumulative Grade Point Average (Ratios): Senior Colleges
i
Level B with Level A with
: College level A Regular
] Lehunan 1.8 1.5
: {York 1.5 1.2
%‘ Brooklyn 1.5 1.4
: Baruch 2.0 1.5
{ Queens ——— 1.3
; Hunter 1.6 1.3
! City College 5.6 1.8
%
'
i
¥

{: Susmary
Overall, students of different levels most closely resesble one

another in performance at York. The performance gap is greatest at

City College particularly when level B and A students are compared.

Comparisons of Community Colleges: Level B Students

1. Credit Generation. Data on credit generation are presented
in Tables 2.26, 2.27 and 2,28, For the community colleges as a group,
29% of level B students succeeded in earning at least 36 credits by the

RS

end of three semesters. Thres colleges, Manhattan (462) , Kingsborough
(42%) and NYCCC (36%) exceed this average. Staten Island (22%2) is
somevhat below the average, while Queensborough (10Z) is considerably
below average. The range seems rather wide. More than four times as
many students at Manhattan earisd 36 credits than is the case at Queens-

borough.




TABLE 2.26

Three Semester Cumulative Credits Earmed
Percent Earning 36 or More Credits by Level B Students:
Rank Order of Community Colleges

College

Manhattan &6 158
Kingsborough 42 419
NYCCC 36 342
Staten Island 22 198
Queensborough 10 427

CUNY COMMUNITY COLLEGE AVERAGE 29 1544

Thirty-six percent of all community college level B students managed
to earn at least 12 credits in their third semester. Three colleges exceed
this figure (Table 2.27). These are Manhattan, Kingsborough and NYCCC.

Staten Island and Queensborough are again below average.

TABLE 2.27

Percent of Level B Students Earning 12 Credits in Third Semester:
Rank Order of Community Colleges

College

Manhattan 49

Kingsborough 48 419
NYCCC 42 342
Staten Island 29 198
Queensborough 18 427

CUNY COMMUNITY COLLEGE AVERAGE 36 1544

Sixty-two percent of community college level B students were able to

earn 12 credits at least once during their first year and » half of college.

“

t




et e o

<
&
4

34
As Table 2.28 indicates, three colleges exceed this figure. These are

again Manhattan, Kingsborough and NYCCC. Only Queensborough falls well
below average. Thirty-seven percent of its students were able to earn 12

or more credits at least once.

TABLE 2.28

Percent of Level B Students Earning 12 Credits in at Least One

of the First Three Semesters: Rank Order of Community Colleges
College ) 4 N
Manhattan 81 158
Kingsborough 72 419
NYccC 72 342
Staten Island 60 198
Queensborough 37 427
CUNY COMMUNITY COLLEGE AVERAGE 62 1544

These data for ¢redit generation indicate that Manhattan students gen-
erate the most credits on all of our three indices while Queensborough students
are the least productive.

2. Grade Point Average. With regard to grade point average (Table 2.29).

45% of community college level B students had a three semester cumulative GPA
of 2.00 or better. Above this figure were studeats from Manhattan (70%),
NYCCC (52%), and Kingaborough (50%). Staten Island (40%) is slightly below
average, while at Queensborough, less than 30% reached this level.

TABLE 2.29

Three Semester Cumulative Grade Point Average of Level B Students
(Percent with 2.0 or Above): Rank Order of Community Colleges

College 4 N

Manhattan 70 158
NYCCC 52 342
Kingsborough 50 419
Staten Island 40 198
Queensborough 27 427

CUNY COMMUNITY COLLEGE AVERAGE 45 1544
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. When we consider the third semester alone (Table 2.30), 43% of community
college students achieved at least a 2.00. Manhattan students again exceed
this figure by a considerable amount--58% of them achieved a C average. On
the other hand, only 32% of students at Queensborough reached this level.
However the discrepancy between the top and bottom rank schools on this index

is not as great as the discrepancy for three semester cumulative GPA.

; TABLE 2.30
Percent Level B Students Earning 2.00 or Better GPA in Third Semester:
Rank Order of Community Colleges )
College ) 4 N

. . Manhattan 58 150
: Kingsborough ) 47 392
: Staten Island 46 186
. NYCCC 44 329
’ Queensborough 32 407
E CUNY COMMUNITY COLLEGE AVERAGE ’ 43 14664
i

When we ask whether students vo;e able to attain a C average at least
once during their first three terms(Table 2.31),we find that 812 of community
college students did so. Among the individual schools the range is from 70%
at Queensborough to 99% at Manhattan. Thus, the great majority of the students

were able to attain a C average at least once.

TABLE 2.31
Percent Level B Students Earning 2.00 or Better GPA in at Least One of

First Three Semesters: Rank Order of Community Colleges

College 4 N

: Manhattan 99 150
¢ Kingsborough 87 392
1 NYCCC 81 329
3 Staten Island 76 186
1 Queensborough 70 407
"‘) CUNY COMMUNITY COLLEGE AVERAGE 81 1464
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.3, Credits Earned and GPA. What proportion of students were able to

x4

achieve both a C average and 36 credits after three semesters? Twenty-four per-
K cent of community college students were able to do this. Table 2.32 shows that
at the individual colleges the range varies from 8% at Queensborough to 422

at Manhattan. In other words, the chances are five times greater at Manhattan
that a student will meet these minimal criteria for academic achievement than
they are at Q‘\iemborough.

e Ao W e

What emerges clearly from these data is that Manhattan students exhibit
the atrongest performance both in terms of credits and grades. Students at
Queensborough generate the fewest credits and are less likely to achieve a C

average.

TABLE 2.32

Percent of Level B Studeats with 36 Credits and a
2.00 GPA after Three Semesters: Community Colleges

College 4 N

Manhattan 42 158

Kingsborough 31 419
NYCCC 30 342

Staten Island 19 198
Queensborough 8 427

CUNY COMMUNITY COLLEGE AVERAGE 24 1544

- Comparisons of Community Colleges: Level A Students

‘1. Credits Earned. At the community colleges as a group, 41% of
lavel A students earned 36 or more credits over three semesters. Table 2.33

indicates that students at Kingsborough (60%), NYCCC (51%) and Manhattan (47%)

. exceed this proportion. Queensborough is again below average--only 23% of
its students attained 36 credits.
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4
4 TABLE 2433
Three Semester Cumulative Credits Earned (% Earning 36 or llore Credits)
by Level A Students: Rank Order of Community Colleges
. College 4 N
: Kingsborough 60 476
: NYcce i 51 363
! Manhattan 47 180
! Staten Island 34 324
. Queensborough 23 611
CUNY SOMMUNITY COLLEGE AVERAGE 41 1954
In the third semester 46X of level A students in the community colleges
: generated 12 credits. Kingsborough (60%), NYCCC (53%), and Manhattan (46%),
: all equal or exceed this figure (Table 2.34); Queensborough and Staten Island
o fall below the community college average.
TABLE 2:34
Percent of Level A Students Earning 12 Credits in Third Semester:
Rank Order of Community Colleges
College Y 4 N
Kingsborough 60 476
NYCCC 53 363
Manhattan 46 180
Queensborough 37 611
' Staten Island 35 324
CUNY COMMUNITY COLLEGE AVERAGE 46 1954
Whereas 737 of level A students achieved 12 or more credits in at least
:
{‘\F one of their three semesters (Table 2.35), this was true for 86% of the stu~

dents at Kingsborough and 852 at Manhattan. Students at NYCCC were above

average. Staten Island and particularly Queensborough students fell below
O ¥ this figure.
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However, the range among the colleges is not as great for this index of credits
as it was for the prior index (the percent earning 12 credits in the third
semester).

TABLE &35

Percent of Level A Students Earning 12 Credits in at Least One of the First
Three Semesters: Rank Order of Community Colleges

College

Kingsborough 86 476
Manhattan 85 180
NYCCC 79 363
Staten Island 70 324
Queensborough 59 611

CUNY COMMUNITY COLLEGE AVERAGE 73 1954

2. Grade Point Average. Turning to grade point average, 60% of level A

students had a three semestei cumulative GPA of at least C. As Table 2.36 shows,
at the individual colleges 86% of Manhattan students achieved this level. Almost
70% of Kingsborough students also earned at least a C average, while Staten
Island and NYCCC are close to the average. We note that Staten Island which was
low on credit generation, exhibits a much stronger performance on GPA.

TABLE 2.36

Three Semester Cumulative Grade Point Average of Level A Students
(Percent with 2.00 or Above): Rank Order of Community Colleges

College

Manhattan
Kingsborough
Staten Island
NYCCC
Queensborough

CUNY COMMUNITY COLLEGE AVERAGE
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‘ ‘ ? Looking at the third semester alone (Table 2.37)one college, Manhattan
, greatly exceeds the community college average (712 of Manhattan students had
’ a C or better in the third term, compared with 567 for community colleges as

a whole). Queensborough (487%) falls somewhat below the average.

S TABLE 2.37

3 Percent Level A Students Earning 2.00 or Better GPA in Third Semester:
: Rank Order of Community Colleges

!

i College Y4 N

| Manhattan 7 173
t NYCCC 59 353

i Staten Island 58 309

; Kingsborough 57 466

: Queensborough 48 587

H

! CUNY COMMUNITY COLLEGE AVERAGE 56 1888

As Table 2.38 indicates, the great majority of level A students at all
colleges are able to achieve a 2.00 average at least once during their first
three semesters. The range between the top school (Manhattan where 992

earned a C at lesst once) and the bottom ranked college, Queensborough, is

relatively small.

% “BLE 2.38

Percent Level A Students Earning 2.00 or Better GPA in at Least One
of Pirst Three Semesters: Rank Order of Community Colleges

College y4 N

: Manhattan 99 173
Kingsborough 91 466
NYCCC 87 353
Staten Island 85 - 309
Queensborough 82 587

CUNY COMMUNITY COLLEGE AVERAGE ) 87 1888
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3. Credits Earned and GPA. Thirty-five percent of the co.miti
level A's managed to generate both 36 credits and a 2.00 average over the
course of their first three semesters (Table 2.39). Three colleges exceeded
this average. Kingsborough (50%), Manhattan (47%), and NYCCC (39Z). Staten
Island (312) was slightly below average and Queensborough (192) was well
below average.

TABLE 2.39

Percent of Level A Students with 36 Credits and a 2.00 GPA After
Three Semesters: Community Colleges

College 4 N
Kingsborough 50 476
Manhatzan 47 180
NYCCC 39 363
Staten Island k) § 324
Quaensborough 19 611
CUNY COMMUNITY COLLEGE AVERAGE 35 1954

Community College Comparisons: Regular Students
1. Credits Earned. Among the regular students Table 2.40 shows that

77% of Kingsborough students and 76% at Manhattan earned 36 or mor <—redits
over three sex'nestera. They are considerably above the community college
average of 61%. Por the third semeste:- alone (Table 2.41) Kingsborough and
Manhattan again lead. About three-fourths at both schools earned 12 or more
credits, as compared with 60X for the community colleges as a group. Kings~-
borough and Manhattan rank high on +l11 three indices of credit generation.
NYCCC is also slightly above averaze. Staten Island and Queensborough are
below average.

2. Grade Point Average. We now turn to ovr indices of grade point

average as Presented in Tables 2.43, 2.44, and 2.45. The pattera noted for
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Manhattin and Kingsborough on credits also holds for the case of GPA. Both rank

. at the top.

TABLE 2.40
Thrce Semester Cumulative Credits Earne}i (%X Earning 36 or More Credits)
By Regular Students: Rank Order of Community Colleges

College % N

Kingshorough 77 351

Manhattan 76 233

NYCCC 66 . 466

Staten Island 57 494
Quecnsborough 46 576

CUNY COMMUNITY COLLEGH AVERAGE 51 2220 ]

TABLE 2.41
Percent of Regular Students Earning 12 fredits ii. Thire Scumester:
Rank Order of Community Colleges

College “ N

Kingsborough 74 . 351

Manhattan 73 235

NYccC 69 466
Queensborough ) 676

Staten Island 43 494

CUNY COMMUNITY COL.EGL AVLIAGE 60 2220

P — -

TABLE 2.42

Percent of Regular Students Earning 12 Credits in at Least One of
First Three Semesters: Rank Ord.. of Comnmunity Colleges
College A N
Manhattan 95 233
Kingsborough 23 351
NYCCC 906 466
Staten Island 84 494
Queensborough 77 676
CUNY COMMUNITY COLLEGE AVERACE 86 2220

.
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TABLE 2.43
Three Semester Cumulative Grade Point Average of Regular Students
(Percent with 2.00 or Above): Rank Order of Ccamunity Colleges
College 2 N
Mananattan 95 233
Kingsborough 88 351
NYCCC 81 466
Staten Island 78 494
Queensborough 73 676
CUNY COMMUNITY COLLEGE AVERAGE 80 2220
TABLE 2.44
Percent Regular Studeats Earning 2.00 or Beiter GPA in Third Semester:
Rank Order of Community Colleges
{.,
; College 4 N
3 Manhattan 87 230
; Kingsborough 81 344
i NYCCC 14 459
| Staten Island 74 4.0
Queensborough CY 656
iCUNY COMMUNITY COLLECE AVERAGD 75 2166
TABLE 2.45
Percent Regular Students Earaing 2.01 oxr Better GPA in ac Least One
of First Three Semesters: Rank Order of Cowmunity Colleges
College Z R
4
Manhattan 100 230 s
iy Kingsborough 99 344
e NYCCC 93 459
Queensborough 93 656
Staten Island 92 480
CUMY COMMUNITY COLLEGE AVERAGE 9 2169
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3. Credit Generation and Grade Point Average Considered Simultaneously.

On our combined index of GPA and credits (Table 2.46), Manhattan and Kingsboro.gh

are the leaders. Three-fourths of the regular students at these two schools
earned both 36 credits and at least a 2.00 average. This compares with 58%
of community college students as a group. Only Queensborough students seem

to fall significantly helow this level; 43% of them attained both criteria.

TABLE 2.46
Percent of Regular Students With 36 Credits aid a 2.00 GPA After ]
Three Semesters: . Community Colleges :

College . . ) ’ % N

Manhattan " : 76 233 -

Kingsborough . ’ 74 - 351

NYCCC \ : 64 466

Staten Island .55 494

Queensborough g 43 | ) 676

CUNY COMMUNITY COLLEGE AVERAGE - .58 2220

=

Comparisdns of Performance of Level B, &, and Reguiar Studerts

Level. B students closely resa;ble Level A students in credit generating
performance at Manhattan collége(T;ble 2.47). Indeed, the iikelihood o£ each
level of stuuent achieving 36 or morexcredits i3 equivaient. The cdllege
with the greatest performance‘discrcpancy is Quegnsbo:ough where level A stu-
dénts ave 2.3 times as likely to achieve 36 credits as level B students.

When we compare level A students with regular students, we £ind that at
Kingsborough college the level A's are slightly more likely to achieve 36
credits than are the regulars. Level A's and regulars are also rather similar
in perfornaace at iYCCC. Again, it is at Queensborough where the discrepancy
between the two levgls 15 greatest. Regulars are twice as likely to achieve

36 credits here as are level A's.




TABLE 2.47

Comparison of Level B, A, and Regular Students: Cumulative Credits
Earned (Ratios), Community Colleges

Level B with Level A with
College Level A Regular

Manhattan
NYCcC
Kingsborough
Statea Island
Queensborough

Table 2.48 presents sirilar comparisons for cmlat:lve three semester

gtade point average. The performan;:e disciepancy between l'evel B and level A
students i3 the smallest a; NYCCC and Manhattan where the level A's are 1.1
and 1.2 times as liie:!.y to.-{él;ieve a C average as their level B counterparts.
- The gap 1is greatest at Quee;;\ibrduéh where the A's are 1.8 times as likely
to achieve a c'averaée. When we compare I;Vel -A's 7with regulars, the performance
discreﬁancy_ at Manhattan is rather small; regulars being only 1.1 times as
iikely o earn a C average as level A's. The discrepéncy between regulars
- and ‘A’s' is again greatest at Queensbbrough where the former are 1.5 times as
‘likzly to attain a 2.00 average.

TABLE 2.48

Comparison of Level B, A, and Regular Students: Three Semester
Cumulative Grade Point Average (Ratios), Community Colleges

Level B with Level A with
College Level A Regular

Manhattan 1.2
Staten Island 1.4
Queensborough 1.8
Kingsborough 1.4
NYCCC 1.1
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CHAPTER 3

EFFECTS OF REMEDIATION

Introduction

Before considering t!e analyses of remediation, we wish to describe
the index we have used. A list of remedial courses offered on eackh campus
has been compiled from college catalogs and discussions with administrative
personnel. For the record of each student we calculated the number of reme-
dial courses taken during the first and second semesters. We then generated
two indices of remediation. First, we have the number of remedial courses
taken during the first term. Second, we have the distribution of remedial
courses taken during the first year. These indices constitute the defini-
tion of remediation in thelanalyses to follow.

It should be noted that in developing our remediation indices, we
have combined the number of such courses taken without regard to content.
That is, the number of remedial courses taken by a student is not distin-
guished by any other criteria such as whether tinese are Math courses, English
courses, or some other type of remedial worx. Moreover, there are significant
variations in the structuring of r.wedial services which arc aot taken into
account in the analyses to follow. For examplé, practices ﬁay vary regarding
fhe following: (1) the number of hours for which remedial courses meet; (2)
criteria for completing remedial work; (3) whether these courses carry credit.

We a2lso note that certain cypes oi data comcerning compensatory education
do not exist in our central datz back. For example, students who did not take
remediation courses, put who did avail themselves of tutoring, would not be
listed as having taken remedial work. Im short, 2 student is listed as having
taken remediation only if .e registered for such a formal compeasatory course

and this is indicated c: the computer tape received by us from each college.
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Criteria for Assessing Effects of Remediation

Even with the limitations of the data available to us at this stage, it
is important that we at least begin to cast some light on the effectiveness
of remediation. (Future reports, utilizing the data then available, will
undertake analyses of this topic in greater depth.) One might view remedia-
tion as effective if, within any high school average category, the students
exposed to it do (1) as well, or (2) better than those who did not take it.
The first criterion is evidenff that remediation is beneficial if one assumes
that within any high school average category (such as ievel B), those who
take it have wesker academic preparation than those who do not. Under this
assumption, one might at least exp;ct that remediation will bring students

to the level of achievement exhibited by the non-remedial group.

Impact of Remediation on Credit Generation and Grades: Senior Colleges

1. Level B Students. It must be stated at the outset that the number
of level B students at the senior colleges is relatively small, and there-~
fore, our findings may be rather unstable. We consider first cumulative

three semester grade point average. 7The data are presenteua in Table 3.0.

TASLE 3.0

Three Semester Cumulative GPA by First Semester Remediation:
Level B Students at Senior Colleges
(Percent with GPA of 2.00 or Better)

2 or More
College No Rem N i Rem N Kem N Total N’
Baruch - 4 30% 20 198 27 51
Brookiyn 55% 55 18 22 - - 77
City College 0 9 7 15 - 2 26
Hunter 50 14 40 10 - 4 28
Lehman 38 8 20 10 38 24 42
Queens - 1 - - ! - 1 2
York 60 10 64 14 ! 38 29 53
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In almost every case students who took no remediation were more likely
to have a three semester cumulative grade point average of C or better.
There appear to be two exceptions. At Lehman students who took two or more
remedial courses in their first semester are just as likely to attain a
2.00 average as students who took no remediation. At York, those who took
one remedial course are as likely to attain a C average as those who took
no remediation. However, the findings are based on small numbers of stu-
dents.

. Data on three semester cumulative GPA in relation to full year reme-
diation are presented in Table 3.1.
TABLE 3.1
Three Semester Cumulative GPA by Full Year Remediation:

Level B Students at Senior Colleges
(Percent with 2.00 or Better GPA)

TRem. Both | Rem. Fall | Rem. Spring No i)
College | Terms N Only N | Only N JRem N j Total N
Baruch 24z 36 | 232 13 ) - 1| - 3 51
Brooklyn 13 8 21 14 - 6 55% 49 77
City College 13 16 - 1 - 51 - 4 | 26
Hunter - - 36 14 ! - -+ 50 14 28
Lehman 37 191 27 15§ - 1] 43 7 &2
Queens - - - 1 - A 2
York 38 25 | 64 14 - 2! 63 8 53

4

The findings are similar to those noted in Table 3.0. Whether students
took remediation in the fall only or for both terms, they are not as likely
as éfudents who took no remediation to earn a C average over three semesters,
except in the case of York.

It is likely that remediation requires some time to take effect.
Therefore, how a student does in his third semester provides a more
strategic assessment than cumulative indices. Table 3.2 provides the

data for grade point average in the third semester.
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TABLE 3.2

Grade Point Average in Third Semester by First Semester Remediation:
Level B Students at Senior Colleges
(Percent with 2.00 or Better GPA)

2 or More

College No Rem. N l Rem. N Rem. N Total N
Baruch - 4 50% 20 35% 26 50
Brooklyn 35% 55 18 22 - - 77
City College 11 9 29 14 - 2 25

y Hunter 31 -13 50 10 - 4 27
Lehman 63 8 40 10. 38 23 41
Queens - 1 - - - 1 2
York 50 10 50 14 24 29 53

At City College and Hunter students who took one remedial course were
more likely to attain a C average in their third semester than students who
took no remediation. At York those who took one remedial course were just
as likely to earn a C as those who took no remediation. At Brooklyn and

{ % Lehman those who did not have remedial work were more likely to attain a C
as compared with those who did have remediation.

We now turnhto the data on credit generation for the third semester

which are presented in Table 3.3. o B

-

TABLE 3.3

Credits Earned in Third Semester by First Semester Remediation:
Level B Students at Senior Colleges
i (Percent Earning 12 or More Credits)

2 or More
_College ‘: _No Rem, N 1 Rem. N Rem. N Total N
Baruch - 4 45% 20 33% 27 51
Brooklyn 27% 55 23 22 - - 77
City College.|. 33 9 13 15 - 2 26
Hunter 21 14 10 10 - 4 28
Lehman 38 8 60 10 42 24 42
Queens - 1 - - - 1 2
: York 50 10 21 14 31 29 53
1
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The data suggest that at Lehman College, students who took one remedial
course were more likely to earn 12 credits in their third semester than stu-
dents who had no remediation. Again, however, the number of students involved
is very small. At Brooklyn the data suggest that students with one remedial
course are about as likely (23%) to earﬁ 12 credits as students who l:x.e »ad
no remediation (27%).

To summarize our previous discussions on both GPA and credit generation,
our finding? suggest someAimp;ct of remediation on a few senior co}lege
éampnses (1ehmgn, York, City College, and Hunter). However, due to the small

numbers of students involved, one cannot have much confidence in the results.

_ Much larger numbers are involved for the lével A students. We now turn to

these analyses.

2. Level A Students. We first consider the relation of remediation

to three éemester cumulative grade point average. The data are presented
in Tables 3.4 and 3.5. With regard.to the effect of remediation during

the fall term (Table 3.4), we find no instance in which students who took
remedial work performed as well as those who did not. However, there are
a few places in which the aifference in performance be.ween those who took

one remedial course and those who took none is relacively small.




TABLE 3.4

Three Semester Cumulative GPA by First
Semester Remediation: Level A Students
at Senior Colleges (Percent with GPA of 2.00 or Better)

2 or More
College No Rem. N 1 Rem. N Rem. N Total N

Baruch 627% 121 56% 225 38% 95 501
Brooklyn 65 602 56 86 - 1 689
City College 52 318 39 275 36 62 655
Hyunter 74 332 62 245 60 74 651.
Lehman 66 429 51 91 b4 112 632
Queens 81 133 74 204 68 60 397
York 78 162 71 104 68 138 404

This is true at Baruch, Hunter Qﬁeens, and York. Students at these colleges

who took one remedial course were only slightly less likely to achieve a
three semester cumulative GPA of C or better. While students who took one
remedial course were generally more likely to attain a C average than stu-
dents who took two remedial courses, at City Collzge, Hunter, and York the
differences are too small to be significant.

We now consider the effects of full year remeciation on three semester

cumulative GPA (Table 3.5).

TABLE 3.5

Three Semester Cumulative GPA by Full Year
Remediation: Level A Students at Senior Colleges
(Percent with 2.00 oc Becter GPA)

Rem. Both Rem. Fall Rem. Spring
College Terms N {—! Only N Only N | Total N

Baruch 49% 233 547 87 - 9 | 501
Brooklyn 46 13 57 74 637 ! 689
City College 38 263 41 74 44 77 655
Hunter 41 27 63 292 - 13 ° . 651
Lehman 28 46 52 157 59 32 i 632
Queens 63 56 75 208 50 12 ¢ i 397
York 66 14GC | 73 102 - 8 5 404
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Again, we find no instance in vhich students who took remediation oute
performed those who took none. However, at Brooklyn those who took remedi-
ation only in the sprig; did just about as well as those who took no remedi-
ation at all. Of those who took a remedial course in the spring, 63% had a
cumulative GPA of 2.00 or better, while of those who had no remediation the
entire year, 65% managed a C average. It 1s also the case on all campuses
that students who took remediation in the fall only did better than those
who took remediation in both terms. When one compares the former group.
(fallronly) with those who took no remediation, there are four colleges in
which the difference in performance superiority is relatively small. This
is the case at Baruch, Brooklyn, Queens, and York. At these schools the
difference between the remedials and the non-remedials is never greater
than 9 percentage points.

We now consider the relation of remediation to grade point average in

the third semester, as presented in Table 3.6.

TABLE 3.6

Grade Point Average in Third Semester by
First Semester Remediation: Level A Students at
Senior Colleges (Percent with 2.00 or Better GPA)

' | 2 or More
College * No Rem N | 1BRem N ] Rem N | Total N
Baruch 622 177 63 223 l| 5% 9 ‘ 494
Brooklyn 60 59 41 86 | - R I 1)1
city College. 52 306 46 267 35 60 | 633
Hunfer 67 319 s8 235 | 57 72 | 625
Lehnan 69 425 59 90 | 56 108 | 623
Queens 67 132 61 195 I 52 60 | 387
York 77 159 11 103 f 60 138 ;| 400
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In general we find that students who took no remediation during their
first term were more likely to earn a C average in their third semester. How-
ever, there is one exception to this pattern. At Baruch students who took
one remedial course were just as likely to earn a C as those who took no
remediation. In addition, at Hunter and Lehman students who took two
remedial courses were almost as likely to earn a C as those who took one
remedial course. However, at both of these schools the remedial grours

did not perform as well as the non-rcmedial level A's.

Table 3.7 presents the results for credit generation. In general,
students who have not taken remediation are more likely to earn 12 or more

credits in their third semester.

TABLE 3.7

Credits Earned in Third Semester by First Semester Remediation:
Level A Students at Senior Colleges
(Percent Earning 12 or More Credits)

2 or More

College No Rem N 1 Rem N Rem N Total N
Baruch 59% 181 53% 225 442 95 501
Brooklyn 57 602 41 86 - 1 689

City College 48 318 33 275 26 62 655 i
Hunter . 42 332 34 245 34 74 651
Lehman 67 429 58 91 50 112 632
Queens 51 133 46 204 40 60 397

York 54 162 57 1G4 51 138 404

However, there is one important exception to this pattern. At York

v

students who took one remedial course in their first term were as likely to--

earn 12 credits in their third term as those who had taken no remediation.
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Moreover, those York students who took two remedial courses were also as

likely as those students who had taken no remediation to generate this many
credits. Therefore, at this college Lt appears that remedial work had nowe
beneficial impact. At Queens 51% of the non-remedials earned 12 or more credits
in their third term, compared with 46% of those who took one remedial course.
This is a relatively small difference and suggests that the remedial group is
doing almost as well as the non-remedial group. The same situation is observed
at Baruch where there is 6% difference in favor of the non-remedials. With
regard to the comparison of those who took one remedial course with those

who took two or more, the former are more likely to earn 12 credits in all
cases with the exception of Hunter where there is no difference. Moreover,

most of the differences are relatively small (around 6 or 7 percentage points).

3. Regular . tudents. As Table 3.8 indicates, it cannot be assumed

that regular students do not take remedial work. At certain colleges the

data show that students who take remediation are as likely as non-remedials

TABLE 3.8

Three Semestet Cumulative GPA by First Semester Remediation:
Regular Students at Senior Colleges
(Percent with GPA of 2.00 or Better)

2 or More
College No Rem. N 1 Rem. N Rem. N Total N
Baruch 86% 184 81% 139 847 19 342
Brooklyn 88 2,435 100 10 - - 2,445
City College 84 947 68 234 48 23 1,204
Hunter 90 1,082 81 226 79 47 1,355
Lehman 90 601 81 37 77 34 672
Queens 95 1,444 91 691 93 29 2,164
York 90 49 72 18 91 21 88
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to have a three semester cumulative GPA of at least C. Indeed, at Brooklyn
the former do better than the latter, but it must be noted that only ten
students took remedial work. At York those who took two or more remedial
courses performed as well as thoze who had no remedial work. At Queens and

Baruch there is little difference in the academic performance of the reme-

dials and the non-remedials.

Table 3.9 considers the effects of full year remediation on cumulative

{

GPA for regular students.
TABLE 3.9
Three Semester Cumulative GPA by Full Year Remediation:

Regular Students at Senior Colleges
(Percent with 2.00 or Better GPA)

Rem. Both Rem Fall ‘Rem Spring No g
College Terms N Only N Only N Rem N _|Total N
}
Baruch 832 103 802 55 - 3 86% 181l 342
Brooklyn - 3 - 7 T - 13 88 2622 2445
City College 63 178 73 79 || 62Z 55 86 892 1204
Hunter 40 10 83 263 - 5 90 1077{ 1355
Lehman - 7 8l 64 73 26 91 575 672
Queens 77 66 92 654 86 28 95 1416) 2164
York “ 72 18 91 21 - 2 92 47 88

The findings both summarize and add to the information already presented
in Table 3.8. Although both tables can be summarized by saying that at three
schools (Baruch, York, and Queens) students who took some form of remediation
were as likely as the non-remedials to achieve a C or better average, the
outcomes differ in one important respect. Only at Baruch are students who take
remediation both terms as likely to do as well as those students who had no

remediation. At Queens and York it is those students who took remediation in
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the fall term only who compare favorably with the non-remedials. At all other
senior colleges those regular stud..ats who took no remediation are the most

likely to have & C or better average at the end of three semesters.

| In considering performance on grades for the third semester (Table 3.10)
} : ve find that at Baruch students who took Lso remedial courses were more likely
‘ to achieve a C average in their third semester than students who took ‘o rem-
ediation. ,
TABLE 3.10
Grade Point Average in the Third Semester by First Semester Remediation:

Regular Studen:s at Senior Colleges
(Percent with 2.00 or Better GPA)

12 or More |
College “ No Rem ' N 1 Rem N Rem N [ Total N
Baruch 86% 183 78% 137 95z 19 | 339
Brooklyn J 86 2429 80 10 . 2439
City College || 80 921 66 229 39 23 1173
Hunter 80 1069 68 219 62 47 1335
Lehman 89 599 76 37 82 34 670
Queens 86 1436 79 683 83 29 2148
York 88 49 78 18 76 21 83
il

:hny vere also more likely to achieve this average than students who took
Aone remedial course. At Queens students who took two remedial courses were
about as likely to earn a 2.00 as students who took no remediation. Stu-
dents who took two remedial courses did better than studesnts who took one
remedial course at the following colleges: Baruch, Lehman, and Queens.
There was no difference between the two groups at York. At Brooklym, City
College, and Hunter, students who took no remediation outperformed those who

(*‘ had taken some.
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Table 3.11 considers the effects of remediation on credit generation
for the third semester. .
. TABLE 3.11
Credits Earned in the Third Semester by First Semester

Remediation: Regular students at Senior Colleges
(Percent Earning 12 or More Credits)

. 2 or More

College 14 No Rem - N F‘l Rem N : Rem N Total N

Baruch 842 184 -682 139 632- 19 | 342

Brooklyn * 81 2435 70 10 -— 2445 -
City College 61 947 - | -47 234 | 39 23} 1204 .

Hunter 68 -1082 58 226 57 47 | “1355

Lehman ° 83 601 68 37 88 34 | 672

Queens " 77 1444 71 691 55 29 2164

York : - 671 - 40 45 ‘18| 43 21 | 88

i =

In genefal. régular students whe took no remediation were more. likely
to earn 12 credits inthels third term. Lebman is an exce, tion to this
patten;. At this i;ut::ltut:lon 832 of the students who took no ti-ed:l.atio.n

generated 12 or more credits, while.88% of those.who took two or more reme-

.dial courses earned at least ‘this many- credits. At Queens the non-remedials

were more likely to earn 12 credits than those who took one remedial course.

However, the difference is relatively small.
4. Cuwaparisons Across High School Average. A question which ;ny be
asked about r ediation in this: to ‘what extent does remedial work eliminate

the differences among diffexent levels of students? We consider this question

by re-inspecting Tables 3.6 and 3.10, 3.7 and 3.11. With regard to grade

point average in the third semester we do not find any cases where romediation
has enabled students to perform as well as students at the next highest level.
For example, there is no case in vhich level A students in remediation outperform

regular-students. We do find the opposite: students at one level who have taksn no
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remediatioa outperform students at a higher level who have taken remediationm.

For exsmple, level A students at Hunter who took no remediation are more
likely to earn a 2.00 average than regular students who took two or more
remedial courses. Of course, this cannot be construed as a benefit of
remediation.

With regard to credit gemeratiom, Table 3.11 showed that at Yor::
level A studeats who took one re-etiial course were more niely to earn
12 credits in their third term than regular students who took one remedial

course. At Lehmin level B students who took one remedial course were

more likely to earn 12 credits than level A students who took two remedial

courses (it should be noted, however, that there were only 10 Lehman stu-

dents in this level B category).

Summary of Findings for Senior Colleges

_ The above discussion does not indicate that remediation was h:l.ghiy
effecti_.ve for the first opén ;dnissions clagss. However, we wish to note
- certain instances where the benefit -of remediation is atﬂrleast suggested.
City College and Hunter level B students who took renedialt work were more
likely to earn a C average in their third semester than thosé who had no
remediatios. Level B's at Lehman were more likely to earn 12 credits in
the third term if they had remediation.

Level A's at York who took remedial work were as likely to earn 12
credits as those who took no remediation. The same is true at Baruch with
regard to third semester grade point average.

Regular students at Baruch who took remediation were more likely

than non-remedials to earn a C average in the third term. Those at Lehman




who took two or more remedial courses were also more likely than the non-
remedials to earn 12 credits in their third semester.

We do not believe that these findings as yet constitute a clearly
defined pattern. Data for succeeding semesters and for other classes are
required before a more conclusive assessment of remedial effects at the
senior colleges can be presented. The reader should also bear in mind
that the effects of tutoring and other support services have yet to be
assessed. Such an assessment is particularly important for those open
admiséions students who took no remediation. Although they were in no .
formal remedistion, these other services may have facilitated their sur-

prising performances.

Analyses of Grade Point Average and Credit Generation: Commumity Colleges

1.' Level B Students. Table 3.12 indicat s that remedial work has had

an impact at three of the four community colleges.

TABLE 3.12

Three Semester Cumulative GPA by First Semester Remediation:
Level B Students at Community Colleges
(Percent with GPA of 2.00 or Better)

. 2 or More
College No Rem. N 1 Rem. N Rem. N Total N
Kingsborough 492 229 512 178 502 12 419
Manhattan 70 158 - -— -_— - 158
NYCCC 62 181 52 29 37 132 342
Queensborough 27 99 35 125 22 209 433
Staten Islandl 41 73 41 61 38 64 198

At Kingsborough and Staten Island, students who take either one or

two or more remedial courses are as likely to have earn

- three semester

cumulative GPA of C as are those students who take no reme: {ation,

At



Queensborough, those students who took one remedial course do better than
the non-remedials, but the same pattern does not persist for those students
who took two or more remediation courses.

A similar pattern emerges from inspection of Table 3.13 which con-

siders the effects of remediation over the full year on cumulative three

semester grade point average.

TABLE 3.13

Three Semester Cumulative GPA by Full Year Remediation:
Level B Students at Comu‘;_;ity Colleges
(Percent with GPA of 2.0? or Better)

Rem. Both liem. Fall Rem,Spring No
College Terms N Only N Only N Rem. NJj Total N

Kingsborough " 63% 91 402 99 29 50% 200 419
| Manhattan - - - - 70 157 518
NYccC 27 60 48 101 62 175 342
Queensborough 21 58 28 276 28 97 433
Staten Island 50 30 36 95 1 41 50 198

1
6
2
4

At Kingsborough, 50% of students wh§ took no remediation during their
freshman year attaived at least a 2.00 average after three smmesters.
However, 63% of those who took.remedi,al work both terms of their freshman
year reach this level. At Staten Island, 41X of those who took no reme~
dial work earned a C or better compared with 50% of those who took reme-
diation both terms. At Queensborough, students are not doing as well in
general as at Kingsborough or Staten Island. Nevertheless, those who took
remed;.ation in the fall performed as well as those who took no remediation

at all.
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Table 3.14 shows i:he relation of remediation to third semester GPA.

TABLE 3.14

Grade Point Average in Third Semester by First Semester Remediation:

Level B Students at Commmity Colleges
(Percent with 2.00 or Better GPA)

I 1 "201: Nore
No Rem N 1 Rem N Ren

Kingsborough 47% 215 48% 166 442
Maghattan 57 150 - - -
Nycee . 53 179 31 29 35
Queensborough 36 93 40 119 26
Staten Island 49 1 51 57 38

College

The performance of remedial students is noteworthy at Kingsborough,
Queensborough, and Staten Island. At these three institutions students
who took one remedial course performed as well as those who took no reme-

diation.

We now consider the effects of remediation on credit generation in
the third semester. The data are presented in Table 3.15. At Kingsborough,
those who took one remedial course in the fall were as likely to earn 12

credits in their third semester as those who took no remediation.




TABLE 3.15

Credits Earned in Third Semester by First Semester Remediation:
Level B Students it Community Colleges
(Percent Earning 12 or More Credits)

2 or More
College No Rem. N 1 Rem. N Rem. N Total N

Kingsborough 49% 229 477 178 42% 12 419
Manhattan 49 158 - - - -1 - 158
NYCCC 50 181 28 29 35 132 342
Queensborough 21 99 18 125 16 209 433
Staten Island 27 73 35 61 26" 64 198

At Staten Island, those who took one :.+2dial course were more likely.

to earn 12 credits, as compared w:lfh those who had no remedial work. At
Queensborough, students with one remedial course also did Kabont as well as
those who had no‘remediation. Only at NYCCC did the non-remedial students

seem to do significantly better than the remedial students.

To summarize, when both GPA and ciredits earned are considered, level B
students who took remediation at Kingsborough, Queensborough and Staten
Island are doing as well as students who did not have remediation.

2. Level A Students. Insi:ection of Table 3.16 again shows apparent

benefits of remediation at Kingsborough college.

TABLE 3.16

Three Semester Cumulative GPA by First Semester Remediation:
Level A Students at Community Colleges
(Percent with GPA of 2.00 or Better)

: T 2 or More
College 4 1 Rem N Rem N

Kingsborough ' 63 179 ’ %2 3%
mttm f - Lo - - 9‘
NYCee , 63 3 | 46 104 |

Queensborough | 52 178 38 210
Staten Island | 96 70

J
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While 702 of the 1eve1 A students who had no renediation earned a
three semester GPA of C or better, 74X of those who had two or more remedial
_~ourses attained this 1eve!.. Moreover, 662 of_ those with one remedial
course reached a C average, thus indicating that they do aboutvas well
as those with mo remediation. At NYCCC, students with one remedial
» course also do as well as those‘ vith no remediation. Howe\;er, at this
college those with two remedial courses perform below the 1eve1 of the

first two groups. At Queensborough there is little difference between
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those who take no remediation and those who take ome remedia]: course.

- For both groups somewhat better than 50% of the stndents attain a three

f semester cumulative GPA of 2.00 or better. At Staten Island non-remediaI'
students do significantly better than those who take remediat'ion.
We now consider the effects of remedial work over the course of the

full year (Table 3.17). '

; : ' TABLE 3.17

Tl;ree Semester Cumulative GPA by Full Year Remediation:

Level A Students at Community Colleges
(Percent with GPA of 2.00 or Better)

i Y
Rem Both Rem Fall  |Rem ~~-. | No Total
College Terms N Onl N_ 41 Ca _N|Rem N N !

Kingsborough 703 121 | 63x 92 || s3z 15| 32z 248 ! 476

Manhattan - - = - - 4} 85 175 || 179

; NYcce 39 56 | 58 8 || 60 10|61 211 [ 363

3 ' Queensborough | 21 44 | 48 344 ]J - 1456 227 I 616

Staten Islend | 33 36 | 51 130 | - 2167 156 |! 324
" - o




We note that at Kingsborough these who I{ave had remediation im both
terms of their freshman year are just as likely to attain a three semester
cumulative grade point average of C as those who have had no remediation.

" At NYCCC those who took regnediation in the fall only do as well as those
t who have had.no remediation. At Queensborough and Sgaten Island, however,
tixose students who have ‘had no remediation outperform tt;ose whyo have had

some.

—————
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. Table 3.18 present;. the third semester c}ata for grade point average.

TABLE 3.18

Grade Point Average in Third Semester by First Semester Remediation:
Level ‘A Students at Community Colleges (Percent with 2.00 or Better GPA)

. { 2 or More
NoRem N | 1Rem ~ N Rem N Total N

—

58% 258 53z 174|  65%  34{ - 466
72 172 - - - - 172
65 216 564 37 48 100 353.
.53 219 51 1in}- 38 195 585
64 152 51 91 - 33 66 309

Two colleges stand out: 'Kingsborough and Queensborough. Ag Kingsborough
65Z of those with two or more remedial courses attained at least a C average.
Tidis compares with 58% of thosw who had no remedial work.' At Queensborough
students with one remedial course did as well as those who had no remsadial

work.




Data en credit generation for the third semester are presented in

" "Table 3.19.

TABLE 3.19

Credits Earned .in Third Semester by First Semester Remediation:
Level A Students at ‘Community Colleges
(Percent Earning 12 or More Credits)

-7 i 2 or, More

College

! Total N )

KingsbofOugh‘

Manhattan

" 263

179

{

i«No ﬁem 'N“*ﬂ l1]Rem - N

562 179

Rem N

65%2 34

476
179

Queensborough 228 37 ‘178 33 210 616
Staten Island 38 158 29 96 36 70 324

i

Nrcee - |- - 221 -i 55 38 46 104 || 363
i

Again we find that the ‘remedial groups are doing at least as well

as the non-remedials, although éhé ;atterné differ from cc lege to college.
At Kingsborough 65% of those who took two or more remedial courses earned)
12 credits in their third semester. This compares with 61% of those who"
" took no rgmediation; One interesting facet of these data involves NYCCC.
Whereas remediation did no; seeg effecti;e for level B students at this
school, it does's;em t6 have some impact for the level A group. At NYCCC
studenté who took one re;edial course perform as well as thosg who had no
remedial work. The same is trué at Queensborough. However, at Staten
Island it is again those with two or more remedial courses who perform
as well as those with no remediaiion. In short, at every college except

Manhattan (where no formal remediation was given), at least one remedial

group does as well as the non-remedials.
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3. Regular Students. Table 3.20 indicates that remediation does not

enhance the probabilities of attaining a three semester cumulative grade
point average of C or bettér for regular students. At Kingsborough, however,
students who have taken one remedia' course are reasonably close to those

who have taken nomne (83; for the rm :dials as against 89% for the non-remedials).

At NYCCC the same is true.

TABLE 3.20

Three Semester Cumulative GPA by Fifst,éemester Remediation:
. Regular Students at Conunglty'Colleges (Percent with GPA of 2.00 or Better)

. ) : \ . 2°or More
Coldege _NoRew N | 1Rem _N | Rem N ,Total N
Kingsborough -| . 89% 267 | -83% 77 | = 7 " 351
Minhattan ' 96 228 50 - - - 0230
NYCCC . 86 357 | 79 33 ©55% 76 . 466
Queensborough | - 80 404 68 170 - | 56 101 : 675
Staten Island' | 82 369 68 8 | 58 43 - 494

Table 3.21 preaénts results for full year remediation.

TABLE 3.21

[

. ‘Three Semester Cumulative GPA by Full Year Remedaiation:
Regular Students at Community Colleges (Percent with 2.00 or Zetter GPA)

kem Both Rem Spring | Mo ' |

‘ . . Rem. Fall

College * | Terms N Only N ; Only I ; Rem N | Total ®
Kingsborough | 88% 41 | 81% 43 . -, u g‘ 89% 256 351
Manhattan - = = 2 | - 29 226 230
NYCCC 50 34 68 75 53 is 1 88 338: 466
Queensborough 19 16 €t 255 - 2 €0 402 675
Staten Island| 68 31 . 64 94 : 78 9 \ 82 36()i 494

We find that at Kingsborough, students who took remediation both terms were as
likely to earn a C average as those who took no remediation. At Queernsborough,
NYCCC, and Staten Island, the performance of the non-remedial group is superior

to those wiio have taken remediation.
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Data on third semester GPA appear in Table 3.22

TABLE 3..22

Grade Point Average in Third Semester by-First Semester Remediation:
(Percent with 2.00 or Better GPA)

2 or More - -
College No Rem N l] Rem N Rem N Total N
Kingsborough 822 260 8% 77 712 7 344
Manhattan 88 225 50 - - - 227
NYCCC, . 79. 3551 .58 31 56 73 459
: : Queensborough 75 391 61 167 49 96 654
" . Staten Island ‘75 35? 77 -79 62 . 42 480

‘Re;udial’ students at Staten Island are as likely to earn a C average

as the non-remedial students. The same is true at Kingsborough. However,

at WICCC and Quesnsborough the non-remedisl group is clearly-superior,

; ‘ . Table 3.2} considers remediation in relation to credit geqeration fbr the

. third semesster.-
f . ) TABLE 3.23

Credits Earned in Third Sermester by First Semester Remediation:
Regular Students in Community Colleges (Percent Earning 1 or dore Credits)

. ] f i 2 or More h
i College . | No Rem N ! 1Rem- N | Rem N ' TotalN
: Kingsborough 75% 267 1 73z 77 8z 7 ! 351
Manhattan 7% 228 50 - | - - t230
NYCCC 75 357 ) 52 33 [ 50 6 466
Quesensborough | 57 404 || 52 170 | 43 vl [ 675
] Stater sland 44 369 : 40 —82 L‘. . 104 43 X 434

AT aingsborough those who tak: remediation do as well as cavse who auv
not. Seventy~five percent of the non-remedial students earned 12 or more

credits. This compares with 73% for the group which took one remedial course.

)

o
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Eithty-six percent of those who took two or more remedial courses earned
12 credits, but this figure is based on only seven students. At Staten
Island students who take remediation (either one or more than two courses)
perform as well as those who iak2 no compensatory work. At Queensborough
the non-recedial students are slightly superior to those who have taken

one remedial courge (572 as against 52% earning 12 credits in their third

semester).

Com@ity College Summary
Our ‘data on the impact of remediation at the community colleges reveal
numerous instnn;:es in which remediation has positive effects. Every com-

munity college which offerrd-formal remediation courses showed evidence

e of some beneficial effects. Remedial work at Kingsborough seems to have
_ worked more consistently than at any other school.
k44
L S _ i
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CHAPTER 4

ANALYSES OF ATTRITION

One of the major aims of the CUNY open admissions model has been to
avoid the high attrition rates characteristic of open admissions plans in
other universities. While some of the CUNY attrition data have been pub-
licly available for some time, there have been no analyses of the under-
lying characteristics of dropouts. The purpose of this section is t§ begin
such analyses vith ;hc data available to us.

Before moving to this discussion it is necessary first to define the
concept of ;ttritign. as utilized here. The idea is straightforward: the
attrition rate both for the fall 1970 semester and the spring 1571 semester
is simply the pgrcﬁntigc of c;udcnts preseat in one cem&s:er vho ~ze no
longer present at their original college or a. any other CUNY college in
the semester immediately foilowing. That is, - - : not include in attri-
tion statistics those students who left their original college to transfer °
to another college within the CUNY system. (We also do not inciude those
vho merely registered at a college and then never attendzd any classes.)

The discussion in this chapter will proceed in tse following manner.
First we look at CUNY attrition in relation to natacna’ data. Next we
consider attrition in the first semester for the fall 1970 freshmen. We shall
anslyze the relationship between attrition and high school average, grade
point average, credit generation, credit ratio, remediation, and restricted
program placement. We then carry out a parallel set of analyses for attrition

in the second semester. Third we consider these students who dropped out and
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returned.

CUNY Attrition Compared with National Data

One fear expresscd by mrny has been that the CUNY open admissions model
might become a revolving door in spite of all efforts to keep the attrition
rate down. It is thereforr. of great interest to cor-are the CUNY dropout

rates with national data. Table B pro&ldes the information.

TABIF 3

Cou_arison of .CUNY and National One Year Attrition
Rates (in Percents)

ATTRITIOL 3 : k
2 Year Colleges 4 Year Colleges
" National*  CUNY** _National®  CUNY**
34 38 22 20.5

* Source: Alexander Astin, College Dropouts: A National Profile,

‘Washington, D.C., American Council on
Education, 1972.

** These are the "official™ CUNY data provided by the Office of Data
Collection.

*

It can be seen that attrition for the CUNY two-year colleges is slightly -
higher thap is the case nationally. At the four-yeaf colleges there is
essentially no difference between the national and local data.

'The above .data would be more informative if we could break it down by

high school average categories. Table Bl shows the findings.
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TABLE Bl

Comparison of CUNY and National One Year
Attrition Rates by High School Average

High School 2 Year Colleges 4 Year Colleges
Averages National* CUNY*#* National* CUNY**
80+ 322) T s 142 N
. )332 342
75-79 342) 302
)33 29
)
70-74 - 37 38 382
Less than 70 43 42 45 37

* Source: Alexander Astin, College Dropouts: A National Profile,
Washington, D.C., American Council on
Education, 1972. :

**Thegse are the "official" CUNY data provided by the Office of Data Collection.

As the table imdicates, the holding power of the community colleges compares
very well with the tw-fear colleges nationally. This is true for all levels
of high school average. At the CUNY senior colleges, the record looks even
bettér; Particularly noteworthy is the finding that the drc;pout rate is 82
less for the level B students (those with high school averages below 70). Even
though CUNY has a grester proportion of students at thg lower end of the high
school average distribution, and even though its students are more likely to
come from low income families (a factor which increases the likelihood of

dropout), the attrition comparisons are quite favorable.

Analyses of Attrition After One Semester: Senior Colleges.

The purpose of this section is to assess the relation between academic

performance criteria and attrition. We shall consider the relation between
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attrition and high school average, grade point averaée, credit generation,
remediation, and restricted program placement. The data are presented in

Tables 4.0, 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4.
3. Attrition and Bigh School Average. The data are presented in Table

4.0. The attrition rate for level B students varies from a low of 14Z for
York students to a high of 22% for City College students (we are excluding
Queens due to the small number of level B's). The senior college average
is 15%. With the exception of York, all of the colleges éluster rather
closely around this figire..— -

For the level A students, Mch, Brooklyn, and Queens have the lowest
rates (9%, 8%, and 10% respectively). Hunter (172) and Lehman (16%) i...:
the highest rates. The senior college average is 12%.

Among regular studeuts the overall senior college dropout rate was 7%.
The lowest individual attrition rate was at Brooklyn (42). The highest rate
aas at York, where 152 of the reguler students did not return for the second
semester.

With the exception of York, the rclationship between high school average
and attrition is linear. That is, attrition rates are always higher for
jevel B students than for level A students, and the rate for the level A's
is glvays higher than for the regulars. At York, there is essentially no
difference in dropout rate across high school average categories. Regular
students at York are just as likely to drop out as level B students.

For the senior colleges, as a group, the level B attrition rate is )
almost three times higher than the rate for regular students. When we
look at the individual colleges, there are departures from this result.

At Brooklyn, the dropout rate of level B's is more than four times greater

than for the regular students. At City College the B's are almost four
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times as likely to drop out as the regulars. At Hunter and Lehman, the

level B's are only about twice as likely to drop out as the regular students. “
At'nunter, Lebman, and York, leveiB3's are scarcely -ote likely to drop

out than level A's. However, at Baruch, Brooklyn, and City College, the '

B's are twice as 1’kely to drop out than are the A's. In short, thel':e

are differences among individual colleges in the exteat to which high school

average is related to attritiom rates.

- TABLE 4.C

First Semester Att:ition Rates By High School Average:
Senior Colleges

, LEVELS
(" B A Regular

. Dropout Number of Dropout Number of Dropout Number of

College Rate  Dropouts Rate  Dropouts Rate  Dropouts

% Baruch 172 14 9 62 6Z T 23

Brooklyn 18 26 8 67 4 104

City College 22 8 1 88 6 88

Hunter 21 8 17 14 a 182

; Lelman 17 17 16 156 9 80

B Queens 67 8 10 53 6 150
York 14 10 13 67 15 17
CUNY Sr. Coll. Av. N 91 12 634 7 646




piy

wp——y ah v

)

) ; R -

B RN e a o EEaR s

"‘ - AR el ik A ‘Wmﬁ‘““j‘rﬁwwwmwmh DAL DB WA RV NS 0B 5 B e o
Az
Yo

?‘l

2. Attrition and credit Gemeration. The data are presented in Table 4.1.

One can see that the attrition rate is very high among those who did not earn
any credits in their first term. This is true for all levels of students at
all colleges. It should be pointed out. that the usual pattern of students in
this category is to drop out before the semester is -completed. Thus, no
credits are earned. The pattern i;s not one of completing the semester, earn-
ing no credits, and then droéping, out. Only for level B's does the sequence
become problematic since many of them had a full schedule of remedial courses
which offered no credits.

In‘general, the more credits a student earns, the less likely is he to

drop out. For the level b students this is clearly the case although the

numbers involved are very small., Only at Baruch is there a suggestion that

this relationship does not hold.
For the level A students the attrition rate is very low for those who

|
earned 12 or more credits. r’?ﬁé rate does not rise dramatically for thosc

who earned less than 12 credits. For example, at Baruch 2% of those who

earned 12 or more credits dropped oat, while 5% of those who earned less

than 12 credits droéped out. Only at Lehman does the attrition rate seem

high when the students earning less than 12 credits (drop out at the rate

of 17%) are compared with those who earned more than 12 credits ( a rate

of 4%).

For regular students the only exceptio. to the trends noted above occurs _
at York where studei:ts earning 12 or more credits arc more likely to drop

out than those vuo earned between 1 and 11 credits.




First Semester Attrition in Relation to Credits Earned:

TABLE 4.1

Senior Colleges

LEVEL B

College

12 or More
Credits Earned

1-11 Credits
Earned

No Credits
Earned

Dropout
Rate N

Dropout
late N

Dropout
Rate N

Total N

Baruch
Brooklyn
City Coll.
Hunter
Lehman
Queens
York

12
28
5
6
11
3
14

ol ooco+r®
™~

4z 55
12 73
12 25

4 23
11 71
71 7
12 50

692 16
39 41
83 6
70 10
50 18

- 2
57 7

83
142
36
39
100
12
71

LEVEL A

Colleo=

12 or More
Credits Earned

1-11 Credits
Earned

No Credits
Earned

Dropout
Rate N

Dropout
Rate N

Dropout
Rate N

Baruch
Brooklyn
City coll.
Hunter
Lehman
Queens
York

242
433
330
295
542
222
246

NwWwHPpNED

5% 360
6 382
9 423
12 454
17 353
10 254
11 256

612 66
68 56
60 73
72

74

57 37
67 33

REGYLAR

College

12 or More
Credits Earned

1-11 Credits
Earned

No .redits
Earned

Dropout
Rate N

Dropout
Rate N

Dropout
Rate N

Baruch
Brooklyn
City Coll.
Hunter
Lehman

Queens
York

’ 4 266
2287

1010

1129

698

1842

79

x4 120
7 461
8 340

17 116
10 639
0 31

13 438 -

722 18
74 39
70 59
83 87
83 35
69 49
100 6
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3. Attrition and grade ppint Average. Inspection of the data in Table

4.2 indicates that there are no exceptions to _the overall finding that grade
point average is very strongly related to attrition at all levels. Howe;ver,
there is wide variation in the degree to which grade point average is asso-
ciated with attrition. Among level B students at Baruch, those who earn less
than a 2.00 a.. more than three times as likely to drop out as those who earn
above a 2.00 average. At Lehman none of the level B students who earned a
C average dropped out, while 182 of those below this average failed to return
for their second semester. At York, Hunter and City College, students who
did not earn a C average were more likely to drop out than their peers who
did attain this level but the differences in attrition rates were smaller.

For the level A students, the dropout rate among those who earned a 2.00
or better varied from a low of 2% at Baruch to a high »c;f 8% at York. The
range is very larg;a among those who did not earn at least a C average. It .
varies from a low of 5Z at Baruch to a high of 38i at Queens. At the latter
school, the probability of dropping out for a student who did not earn a C
average was mor;a than s{ imes greater as compared with students who did
reach this level.

For regu:lar students the dropout rate is very low among those who
attained a 2.00 or better. One exceptionlto this finding is York where
the rate is 10%. Queens is again the college where the pfobabilities of
dropping out increase most drastically if students do not attain a 2.00
average. At this campus such students were ten times more likely to leave
than those students Yho earned at least a C average in their first term.

At Baruch and York such slow starting students were only about three times

more likely to drop out.
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4.2

First Semester Attrition in Relafion to Grade Point Average:
Senior Colleges

76

. LEVEL B
2.00 or Better| Less Than 2.00 | No Grade Point Av,
Dropout N Dropout N Dropout N Total N
College Rate Rate - Rate
Baruch 57 22 - 182 57 - & 83
Brooklyn 9. 53 23 88 - 1 142
City College 13 8 22 27 - - 1 36
Hunter 11 20 20 17 - 2 39
Lehman 0 13 18 82 - 3 98
ngen' 60 10 - - - 2 12
York 11 38 18 33 - - 71
LEVEL A .
2.00 or Better| Less Than 2.00! No Gr._'ade Point Av|
Dropout N Dropout N Dropout N ‘Total N |
Rate _Rate BRate
22 338 5% 323 602 5 666
4 - 514 14 355 - 1 870
3 347 15 467 78 9 823
7 570 30 259 80 25 854
6 402 21 579 83 12 993
6 456 38 40 53 15 511
8 367 21 164 - 3 534
REGULAR
2.00 or Better | Less Than 2.00 | No Grade Point Av.
Dropout N Dropout N Dropout N Total ©
llege Rate Rate Rate
" IBaruch 22 ° 316 7% 86 - 2 404
rooklyn 2 2216 9 570 - 1 2787
ity College 3 1082 18 319 - 4 1405
unter 6 1325 33 244 932 15 1654
hman 5 631 21 216 . - 1 848
ens 5 2459 50 56 67 15 <530
ork 10 92 33 24 - - 116

s
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TABLE 4.3

First Semester Attrition in Relation to Credit Ratio:

Senior

1leges

77

LEVEL B

.75 or Better Less Thay. .75 ] No Credit Ratio
Dropout Dropout Dropout
College Rate N Rate N Rate N Total N
Baruch 6% 48 0z 19 . 672 12 79
Brooklyn 6 53 15 43 38 40 141
City Coll. 8 13 - 12 17 80 5 35
Hunter 7 14 0 15 63 8 37
" Lehman 7 30 12 52 50 14 96
Queens 57 7 — - 3 - - 10
York 5 39 16 25 57 7 J1
LEVEL A
.75 or Better Less Than .75 | No Credit Ratio
‘ Dropout Dropout Dropout -
College Rate N ‘Rate N Rate N Total N
Baruch 3z 448 62 154 - 61% 59 661
Brooklyn 2 598 9 217 69 54 869
City Coll. 3 535 13 . 218 61 61 814
Hunter 6. 530 15 219 70 81 830
Lehman 5 "638 19 257 75 .87 932
Queens 6 435 20 41 60 20 496
York 7 379 15 123 63 30 532
REGULAR
.75 or Better .Less Than .75 No Credit Ratio
Dropout Dropout Dropout
| College Rate N Rate N Rate N Total N
Baruch 3% 353 62 33 75% 16 402
Brooklyn 2 2494 7 254 74 38 2786
City Coll. 2 1212 13 - 148 75 51 1401
;unter 6 1405 12 162 81 72 1639
Lehman 5 733 20 81 82 34 848
Queens 4 2392 19 89 71 34 2515
York 12 95 0 15 100 6 116
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~ .
4, Attrition in Relation to Credit Ratio. The credit ratio s' .‘arizes

the relationship between credits attempted and credits earned. The higher
the ratio, the more successful is the gtndent in earning the credits for
which he registers. Those who have no credit gatio are generally the stu-
dents who dropped out during the sénester“and earned no credits. The other
\two‘gategories_are nestly éomprised of students who stayed for the semester,
earned less credits than they attempted, and then left school.

Table 4.3 shcws three cases which depart from the geﬁeral finding fhat
stude..ts with credit ratios of less than .75 are more likely to drop out:
Thege are at ?arnch and Hunter for level B students, and at York for regular

students. (However, at Hunter only one case is involved).

5. First Semester;g;trition in Relation to Rémediation. For level B
students we note three pétterns in theArelationrof remediation to attrition.
(See Table 4.4). The first is exemplified by Baruch, where.thg attrition
rate amongkstndents who received na rémediétion is 40%, b;t dropped to 17%
for students with one remedial course and 11% for those taking two or more
remedial courses. A secondApat;ern is exemplified by Brooklyn. Here, stu~
dents taking one remedial course have'a somewhat higher attrition rate than.
tho;e takingrnone.. A third pattern is apparent at Lehman an? York. At these
schools attrition is essentially unrelated to vhether the student takes reme-
diation (the relatively small percentage differences can be discounted due to

the small number of students involved).

For levei A .tudanti, no clear“patterns emerge. Rather, the picture
one of diversity. At Baruch attrition is unrelated to remediation, whereas

at Brooklyn students who ¢2 not take remediation are less likely to drop out.
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TABLE 4.4

First Semester Attrition in Relation to Remediation:
Senior Colleges
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LEVEL B

-

No Remediation

1 Remediation

2 or More Rem.

Dropout Dropoat
College Rate N Rate N Rate N Total N
Baruch 40% 10 17% 35 117 38 83
Brooklyn 16 92 22 50 - - 142
City College 31 16 12 17 - 3 36
Hunter 27 22 15 ° 13 - 4 39
Lehman 16 19 14 22 19 59 100
Queens 75 8 - 1 -0 3 12
York 17 12 12 . 17 14 42 71

LEVEL A

No Remediation 1 Remediation 2 or More Rem.

Dropout Dropout Dropout
College Rate N Rate N Rate N Total N
Baruch 10% 253 97 303 115 671
Brooklyn 7 751 13 118 - .2 871
City Coilege 9 395 11 \345 17 87 827
Hunter 14 430 31 337 12 92 859
Lehman 13 629 21 155 18 212 996
Queens 13 181 10 255 6 78 514
York 13 219 15 - 142 10 176 537

REGULAR

No Remediation 1 Remédiation 2 or More Rem.

Dropout -Bropout Dropout
College Rate N Rate . N Rate ) Total N
Baruch 5% 218 7% 164 13% 23 405
Brooklyn 4 2773 20 15 - - 2704
City College 6 1113 7 268 3 23 1410
Hunter 10 1307 15 293 8 60 1662
Lehman 9 750 10 49 16 50 849
Queens 4 1680 6 818 9 33 2531
Y¢ 18 68 16 25 4 23 116




On the other hand, at City Gollege students who take no rem2diation or one
remedial course are equally likely to drop out, but those who take two or
more remedial courses exhibit a higher attrition rate.

The same diversity of findings is also apparent in the case of the
regular students. Moreover, ghat was true for level A students aé a given
college is not necgssarily true for regular students at that college. Thus,
at Baruch and Lehman, studegts vho take two ‘or more remedial courses have
: a higher attrition rate than those who take one or none. The reverse holds
& for York. That is, those who take two or more remedial courses have a
lower rate than those who take one or none. At Hunter students who take

two remedial courses have about the same probability ef attrition as stu-

dents who take no remediation. However, both groups exhibit a lower

attritfon fate than the students who take one remedial course.

6. Attrition in Relation to Restficted Programs. It has been tho%ght

3

w

that a grod device for easing students into the mainstream of college work

is to cestrict the number of credits which they attempt initially, especially

ir. the case of students with weak academic prepafatioh. The effects of such

restricted programming on attrition are preseated in Table 4.5.

o

For level B students, it does not appear that restricted programming

decreases attrition. Indeed, the opposite is the case. The one exception

to this .trend is at Brooklyn where the attrition rate among students attempt-

ing 8 to 1l credits is about the same as those attempting 12 or more credits.
~

In general, the number of cases is too small to permit any definitive analysis.




TABLE

4.5

First Semester Attrition in Relation to Credits Attempted:
Senior Colleges

81

LEVEL B
None Attempted| 1-3 Credits | 4-7 Credits| 8-11 Credits| 12/More
Credits ,
Dropout N Dropout N | Dropout N | Dropout N | Dropout N [Total
College _Rate Rate Rate Rate ~ Rate - N
Baruch - 4 - 4 | 262 19 | 112 36 52 20| 83
Brooklyn - 1 432 7130 27 | 12 62 | 14 65 |142
City College| - 1l - 2 |57 71 17 12 0 14 | 36
Hunter - 2 - 4 | 33 61| 10 10 0 17 | 39
Lehman - 4 - 3 - & | 24 21| 10 68 {100
|Queens - 2 - -1 - 1]83 6| - 3112
York v - - 80 5 |25 12 { 11 28 0 26 | 71
i . LEVEL A
None Attempted| 1-3 Credits | 4-7 Credits| 8-11 Credits; 12/More
,__Cred:lts
Dropout N Dropout N |Dropout N | Dropout ¥ * Uropout N {Total
Rate Rate Rate Rate ___Rate N
52 7 332 15 162 67 92 226 62 353! 668
- 2 57 7 | 4 27|12 138] 5 697 | 8711
58 i2 43 14 33 43 | 14 © 208] 6 549} 826
77 26 1 58 35 71 |1 19 1971 8 504 | 856 -
71 14 79 14 40 20 | 28 68{ 12 880 | 996
53 17 40 20 16 75 9 155| 4 246} 513
- 3 63 8 19 32 11 133§ 11 359 | 535
REGULAR _
iNone Attempted| 1-3 Credits [4-7 Credits| 8-11 C~edits| 12/More '
| Credits
Dropout N Dropout N {Dropout N | Dropout N | Dropout N }Total].
Rate _Rate Rate Rate Rate N
- 2 - 3 17% 18 112 82 3% 299] 404
- 1 432 7 26 19 12 113 3 -26471 2787
382 8 69 16 30 33 12 169 4 1183} 1409
93 15 .73 52 36 . 73 16 200 6 1314} 1654
- 1 83 6 - 4 25 24 8 814} 849
67 15 32 31 20 106 10 436 33— 1942} 2530
- - - 2 33 6 9 11 | 12 97{ 116




For level A students, those who register for 12 or more credits have ;
lower attrition rate than those who register for less. York is the only ;xr
ception, and in this case there is no difference between students taking 12
or more credits and students taking between 8 and 1l credits. For regular stu-
dents the findings are the same, and York is again the exception. At this
school, as with the iork levgl A's, students taking 12 or more credits have
about the same attrition rate as those students who register for between 8

and 11 credits.

Analyses of Attrition Aftgt Two Semesters: séniot Coliczes

1. Second Semester Attrition by High School Average. Table 4.6 presents
the data on second semester attrition. That is, it provides the attrition
rates in the second semester for those studeats who returned for that
semester. One can see a great deal of variability infthé rates for level B
students. “T‘lle rate is lowest at City College {7%) and highest at Lehman (49%).
The high rate at Queens is discounted due to e very small number of students
involved. In short, & Lehman level B student is seven times more likely co
drop out than a City College ievel B.

. 7he variability among colleges :3 smaller for the level A students.

City College and Hunter have the lowest rates (about 10Z), while Lehman
has the nighest rates (25%).

Intercollege variability is even smaller for the regular students.
At Hunter the rate is 8%, wﬁlie at Lehman it 1is 13%.

Anocher way of looking at the attrition data is to compare level 3, A,

and regular students. The dominant pattern is the one we have observea

before: the higher the high school average, the lower the attrition rate.
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x- However, certain colleges depart from this pattern. At City College
the attrition u lowest for the level B students, and the differences
among levels are very small. Indeed, it might be said that at City
College high school average is> essentially unrelated to the ptol;abmuy )
Of attrition. This is also true at York and Hunter. The two schools with
7 . j the largest dhétipancy in-attrition rate between regular and level B ‘, _
.1; : 7 students are Brooklyn and Lehman. At Brooklyn the level B's are almost
‘ 7 foutti-esulikelytddtopontuthetesulats. Theuleistrueat‘
T . TABLE 4.6 -
i S Second Semester Attrition Rates by High School Averag
,‘ - . . Senior Colleges -
15;51 X . . LEVELS
A L 2 A Regular
Bt S — . . Dropovt Number of | Dropout Number of | Dropout Number oﬂ
-1 - College Rate Dropouts Rate Dropouts Rate Dropouts
| " |maruch 261 18 182 108 102 38
] Brooklyn 34 39 14 115 9 239
i City College 7 2 1 84 9 118
' |Hunter i 10 3 9 67 8 125
= Lehman 4 4 25 208 13 97
. {Queens - 2 14 64 g 217 |
o York 13 8 14 66 1 1
: 2. Second Semester Attrition in Relation to Grade Point Average. The
“ - data are presented in Table 4.7. Inspection shows clearly t'hgt attrition
,: ;# rates are extremely sensitive to variation in the two semester cumulative |
- grade point average. At York, level B students who earn less than a <
|

~ average vere tvice as likely to drop out as those who : srned a C or better.




TABLE 4.7
s v Second Semester Attrition in Relation to One Year Cumulative Grade
i g Point Average: Senior Colleges
1': LEVEL B
}‘ - 2,00 or Better ‘Less-Than 2.00
i ‘ ST Dropout Dropout - g
; College Rate N Rate N Total N
£ Baruch 102 21 332 .48 69
Brooklyn 12 " S0 "50 66 116
: City Collegel D - 4 8 24 28
i Hunter - - 14 27 - 17 31
i Lehman 8 12 56 71 83
= Queens 50 4 - T - 4
i York 9 34 19 27 61
|
~+
! LEVEL A
1 2,00 or Better Less Than 2.00
! . Dropout Dropout
i College Rate N Rate N Total N
_ Baruch -~ 92 287 272 322 609
- Brooklyn 9 485 23 319 804
P City College 7 335 15 404 739
! Hunter 9 388 14 230 718
Lebman 5 397 43 433 840
Queens 12 444 53 17 461
i York 10 332 23 138 470
REGULAR
2.00 or Better Less Than 2.0C
Dropout 4 ——Dropout
College Rate N i Rate N
Baruch 6% 291 247 89
Brooklyn 7 2254 19 430
‘ City College 7 1036 i7 286
: Hunter 7 1314 19 166
Lehman 5 610 41 159
! Queens 9 2366 60 15
| York 10 80 16 19

r,—.’
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At ul-en rhe former were seven times mofe 1ikely to drop cut.

Por lovel A etudente the dropout rate among those who failed to attain
a c everege is lowest at nunrer and cs.ry conege (142 and 152 respectively)
Ir h highe-r er Lehman (632) and Queens (53Z). At City ,Couege, erudenrs -
uho at.ained less than.a 2:00 were about twice as likely to drop out than
the:lr counterperts who did earn a 2.00 or better. At Lebmar they were -

,:abouteighttinuul:lkelytodropour. “ ’ __— o
" Por reguhr students, the probab:llity of attrition among students who

dxd ‘aot -attain a C average vas 1oueer at York, City Collége, Brooklyn, and
:llnnter. ‘the probability was higheet at I.ehnn (the percenuge is even
higher at Queens but it is based on oniy 15 students). At Lehnnn and

- Baruch, students below ac averase are four times wmore iikely to drop out

. thnu students ebove this level. At York, the ratio is 1.6 to 1.

In eu-nry, it appears thar artrition is very "sensitive to differences
in grede point average. uoreover, it is notevorthy rhat among the students
uho attain less than a C average at the end of their first year, the attri~
;tion rates no lonser are smirive to differences in high school record. 7

~ That 1:, resullr students uho fail to earn a C average are just as likeiy to
drop out as level A students who fall below this level; indeed, at Queens,lud.'
Runter the data suggest that regular studeuts are slightly more likely to

ﬁqgu_t than level A's if they fail to attain a 2.00 averag_e_.

3. Seebnd Semester Attrition in Relatiomn to Credit Generation. For

level b students we again see that attrition rates are quite seusitive to credit

earning performance. _Leaving out Queens where the numbers are too small, we

see from Table 4.8 that among students who earn less than 24 credits the attri- '
tfon rate varies from a lov of about 8% at Hunter and City College to a high

of 56X at Lelman.
—
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TARLE 4.8
iﬁ' Second Semester Attrition in Relation to One Year Cumulative
Credits Earned: Senior Colleges
LEVEL B
24 or More Credits | Less Than 24 Credité No Credits
Dropout - Dropout Dropout
College Rate N Rate N Rate N {Total N
Baruch 0z 13 302 54 -z 2 69
Brooklyn _ ‘1 18 30 84 86 14 116
City College 0 4 9 23 - 1 28
Hunter = - - 3 8 26 - 2 31
| Lehman 7- 15 56 64 - 4 83
Queens - -1 67 3 - - 4
York - 7 .15 - 13 - 45 - 100 1 61
LEVEL A
z A 24 or More Credits { Less Than 24 Credits | No Credits
( - Dropout Dropout ’ Dropout .
College __Rate N Rate N Rate N Totai N
Baruch 42 217 237 .- 376 81z 16 600
Brooklyn 6 409 22 - 388 71 7 804
City College 4 312 16 414 .31 13 730
_Hunter 5 237 10 464 41 17 718
Lehman 6 - 489 50 339 83 12 840
Queens 6 207 19 246 63 8 461
York 7 224 - 20 239 43 7 470
REGULAR
24 or More Credits | Less Than 24 Credits { No Credits
Dropout Dropout Dropout
College’ Rate N Rate N Rate N Total N
Baruch 52 246 182 130 - 4 380
Brooklyn 5 2256 27 422 S50 6 2684
1 City College 6 946 15 369 57 7 1322
. Hunter 4 1005 18 467 36 8 1480
Lehman 6 645 49 121 - 3 769
Queens 5 1752 19 621 75 8 2381
York 8 66 18 33 - - 99
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_For level A students there is similar variability. " At liunter only 107

" of the level A's who earned less than 24 credits dropped out. At this college

© b

they vere twice as likely to drop out as the:l.r counterparts who“ at ‘least
26 credits. On the other hand at Lgh-_n_m_: the attrition rate was soz among
thoae-who ’failed to earn 24 credits. NOt only is this five times greater
than the rate at Hunter, it is also more than eight times greater than the
level A ltudents at Lehman vho did earn 24 or more credits. .

ror regulat students. fa:llure to earn 21; credits results in an attrition

rate of 492 at Lehman, but only 152 at c:l.ty Coucge. follwed closely by Bamch
lutor and York vith 182. R - J—

4. Second Semester Attrition in Relation to Credit Ratio. Table 4.9

~ presents the data, ‘rbe credit ratio also appears to be strongiy associated

with attrition. The strex'lgth of this association varies considerably from

college to college. We note what now seems to be an emerging patterm: that

- failure to meet a minimal academic criterion such as a C average, or earning

X

- -24 credits, or attaining a credit ratio of .75 or beccer, has less drastic

‘effects on attrition at City College and Hunter. On the other hend, the efiects

_ are very strong at Lehman.

Another noteworthy finding is that di:‘feregces in attrition between
Alevel B, A, and regulat students Seem to have less iupact than academic per-
formance in college itself. Thus, while regular students have a. lower drop~-
out rate in general, when we introduce performance variables such as credit
ratio, the situti\dln«:;/m {tsclf around. For example, at Baruch, Lehman,
and Queens, regular students with a credit ratio of less than .75 have a higher

attrition rate than level A's with a low credit ratio.
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TABLE 4.9

Second Semester Attrition in Relation to
One Yeatr Cumulative Credit Ratio:

" Senior Colleges

88

"LEVEL B

.75 or Better Less Than .75 No Credit Ratio
I : Dropout Dropout ’ Dropout e
College Rate N Rate N Rate N Total N
Baruch 9% 35 41% 32 - 2 69
Brooklyn 5 41 41 61 86% 14 - 116
City Coll. - 12 13 15 - i - 28
_| Bunter 0 10 1 19 — 2 31
Lehman 16 © 32 68 47 - 4 .83
Queens - 3. - 1 - - 4
York 8 - 36 17 24 - 1 61
LEVEL A

.75 or Better Less Than .75 No Credit Ratio

Dropout ‘Dropout Dropout
College Rate N Rate N Rate N Total N
Baruch 7% 426 392 167 872 15 608
Brooklyn 6 568 33 229_ 71 7 804
City Coll. 7 515 21 211 33 12 738
Hunter 6 483 13 218 43 14 715
Lehman 10 613 62 215 83 12 840
Queens 11 400 28 53 - 4 457
York 9 355 30 108 50 6 469

REGULAR
.75 or Better Less Than .79 No Credit Ratio
Dropout Dropout Dropout
-{ College Rate N te N Rate N Total N
[

Baruch 6% 344 447 32 - 4 380
Brooklyn 7 2445 33 233 50% 6 2684
City Coll. 7 1163 24 152 50 6 1321
Hunter 6 1312 24 160 38 8 1480
Lehman 7 700 74 66 - 3 769
Queens 8 2291 35 82 67 6 2379
York 7 84 33 15 - - 99
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iutitutioul variability in return rates. Anong level B students at Brooklyn,

‘ _here that the returns did not necessarily ‘r;e-enter their original college.

‘York have the highest rates (all over 40%).

is, among level B's the return rate is 8%, among A's it is 19%, and among

89

5.Dropout and Re-entry. Table 4.10 presents data pertaining to those
students who dropped out after their first semester but who returned at the

beginning of the fall 1971 aeue_nter. It can be seen that there is consideuble

8% of the dropouts re-entered. At the other extreme, 75% of the dropouts at

Quéem raturned, and 40% of those at York returned. It should be noted

'Il;ey uyr also have returned to some other CUNY campus.

Considerable inafitu'ioul variability is also apparent for level A stu-
dents. The rate was 112 at Baruch and 622 at York. Hunter aho has a high
return rate (40%), followed by Lehman (32%). Baruch and Brooklyn show the

lowest return rates (28%) for regular students, while Hunter, Lehman, and

Comparisons of return rates by level reveals different patterns. At

Brooklyn the rate is positively assottated with high school awerage. That

regulars 28%. Also conforming to this pattern are City College, Hunter and

Lem{ On the other hand, at Baruch level B dropouts are more likely to

return than level A;s.
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Return Rate of First Semester Dropouts:

‘TABLE 4.10

(Percent Returaning for Third Semsster)

Senior Colleges

LEVEL B
. Number of Number of Return
College Dropouts Returnees Rate
Baruch 14 3- 212
Brooklyn 26 2 8
City College 8 1 13
Hunter 8 1 13
Lehman 17 2 12
Queens 8 6 75
York 10 4 40
LEVEL A
Number of Number of Return
College Dropouts Returnees Rate .
Baruch 62 7 112
Brooklyn 67 13 19
City College 88 19 22
Hunter 141 56 40
Lehman 156 50 32
Queens 53 16 30
York 67 28 42
REGULAR
Number of Number of Return
College Dropouts Returnees Rate
Baruch 25 7 282
Brooklyn 104 29 28
City College 88 27 31
Hunter 182 77 42
Lehman 80 34 43
Queens 150 50 33
York 17 7 41

90
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Analyses of Attrition After One Semester: Community Colleges

| 1, Attrltion and High School Average. Table 4.1l indicates :onsiderable.
[ \ : institutional variation in attrition rates for level B students. At Kings-

i’ borough the rate is 142, while at Staten Island it is 30%. In short, level

} B students are more than twice as likely to drop out at Staten Island as

they are at Kingsborough.

-~ Kingsborough also has the lowest dropout rate for level A's (9%), while
Staten Island is again the highest (262), followed by Manhattan (242). Kings-
borough is again lowest for regular students with an attrition rate of 9%.

The highest rates are found at Manhattan an& Queensbor;ugh (both 23%2).
TABLE 4.11

First Semester Attrition Rates in Relation to High School Averages:
Community Colleges

- LEVELS
i
B A Regular

Dropout No. of | Dropout. No. of | Dropout No. of

College Rate Dropouts Rate - Dropouts Rate Dropouts
Kingsborough ' 142 89 9 59 9 38
Manhattan 24 60 24 68 23 80
NYccc 16 86 15 79 11 66
Queensborough 28 217 20 199 23 239
Staten Island 30 112 26 141 16 116
CUNY COMMUNITY COL. AV{ 22 564 |- 18 546 17 539

2. Attrition and Credit Generation. For level B students we note a

finding (Table 4.12) which we have not observed before: at Queensborough
and Staten Island level B students who earn twelve or more credits are no
less likely to diop out than their éountetparts vho earn less than twelve.
There is also considerable variability in the extent to which attrition
is sensitive to credit generation. Thus, at NYCCC only 8% of those who

|

|

! ( fail to earn twelve credits drop out. On the other hand at Manhattan this
; vas true for 337 of those who earned less than twelve credits.

:
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For level A students those who earned below twelve credits are always

more likely to drop out. However, there is agaia considerable 1nltttutioﬁa1‘
mi-abiuty. At NYCCC and Quesnsborough the attrition rate is 11X among
this group. At Manhattan it is 282.

Regular students who earn less than twelve credits always have a higher
attrition rate than those wi *’° earn twelve credits or more. There is again
institutional variability, but it is not as great as for the level B and level A
otudcn'uf. At NYCCC 132 of regulars who failed to earn twelvg credits dropped

~ out. Msnhattan College is again the highest with a 23 attrition rate.

3. Attrition and Grade Point Average. Table 4.13 present the data.

At Kingsborough 10 of the students who earned less than a C average dropped
out coupared with 52% of the level B students of Manhattan. .We also note
that at Kingsborough whether or not a student earns a 2.00 average seems

" unrelated to attrttion rates. This is not true for any other school.

For level A students the attritior -ate among those who failed to
attain & C average is again lowest at Kingsborough (12%), while it is
highest for Manhattan (44%). The data for regular students also fit this
pattern. That is, at huubo:ough tho. attrition rate is lowest (15%) among
those students belov a C average, vhile it is highest (672) at Manhattan.

We also note that with the exception of Staten Island, level A studeats with .
less than a C average are less likely to drop out than the regular students
vho failed to attain a C.
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First Semester Attr:ltion in Relation to
Credits Earned: Community Colleges
LEVEL B
12 or More 1-11 Credits No Credits
: J Credits Earned Earned Earned
1 ‘ Dropout Dropout Dropout
College _Rate N Rate N Rate N Total N
. Kingsborough | S¥ 243 1x 351 66% S5 649
Manhattan 8 103 33 135 78 9 247
NYCCC 3 183 8 279 75 79 541
. Queensborough] ‘17 77 14 509 68 197 783
! : Staten Island| 21 80 20 231 . 78 63 374
LEVEL A
12 or More 1-11 Credits No Credits .
Credits Earned EBarned Earned
Dropout Dropout Dropout .
. _College Rate N Rate N . Rate N Total N
Kingsborough*| 1% 3@7 15% 267 63% 24 638
Manhatian 16 141 28 132 82 11 284
Wrcce 2 237 11 228 76 66 531
Queensborough} 7 179 11 629 66 181 989
Staten Island| 13 164 21 313 71 73 550
REGULAR
12 or More 1-11 Credits No Credits
{Credits Earned Earned Earned
Dropout Dropout Dropout
College Rate N Rate N Rate N Total N
I Kingsborough | 4% 322 172 114 - 5 441
Manhattan 19 232 23 116 100 8 356
NYCCC 2 364 13 191 79 43 498
Queensborough| & 372 18 522 82 162 1056
- Staten Island] 10 410 15 262 80 &4 716
-
S
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First Semester Attrition ia Relation to Grade Point Average:
Commnity Colleges

_ " LEVEL B
2,00 or Better | Less Than 2.00] No Grade Point Av.
Dropout Dropout “Dropout Total N
College Rate N Rate N Rate = N
Kingsborough 9z 349 102 249 692 45 64
Manhattan 21 224 52 23 - - 247
NYCCC 4 258 22 254 69 29 541
Queensborougb 14 248 30 477 67 S4 779
Staten Isla 23 141 32 219 62 13 373
LEVEL A -
2.00 or Better | Less Than 2.00 | No Grade Point Av.
“Dropout Dropout Dropout Total N
College Kate N Rate R Rate N
Kingsborough 62 418 12% 202 562 16 636
Manhattan 22 257 44 27 - - 284
Kyccc & 286 22 220 80 25 531
Queensborough 8 452 26 480 68 53 985
Staten Island 17 263 32 272 2! 14 549
REGULAR —
2.00 or Better | Less Than 2.00 | No Grade Point Av.
Dropout Dropout Dropout Total N
|_College Rate N Rate N Rate N
Kingsborough % 369 15 68 - - 4 441
Machattan 21 341 67 15 - - 356
|_NYCCC 3 435 29 148 79% 14 597
Qaeensborough 11 641 34 363 87 46 1050
Staten Island 12 496 25 213 2! 7 716




4. First Semester Attrition in Relation to Credit Ratio. The data are
- presented in Table 4.14. The attrition rate seems very sensitive to credit
ratios. That is, students with credit ratios below .75 are much more likely
to drop out than those who achieve a .75 or better. nonevet, there is great
institutional variability on this index. Among level B studeats 92 of those
- below .75 at NYCCC dtop out, whereas this is true for 462 of Kingsborough

_level B's and 41Z at Manhattan.

The attrition rate is also very semitive to credit ratio for level A

oo . o .
[ B PN VL SR

- students. At Queen;botough, ‘anong students who achieve less than-a .75
ratio, 142 dtop out, wvhile the figure is closer to 60% at Kingsborough
and Hanlutun (it should be noted honever that very few students at the
latter two colleges failed to esrn a credit ratio of .75). '

Among regular students there is less institutional variability in
attrition among students who did not Me a credit ratio of .75 or
better. Among the three schools where there was a substantial number of
such students (NYCCC, Queensborough, and Staten Island), the attrition
rate is close to 20%. It is to be noted at both NYCCC and Queensborough

the dropout rate among the regular students is slightly higher. for the

below .75 group than it is for the level A students. At Staten Island,

the level A's below .75 exceed the regulars in attritionm. ;
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TABLE 4.14

First Semester Attrition in Relation to Credit Ratio:
Community Colleges

3

LEVEL B

.75 or Better | Less Than .75 | No Credit Ratio
- Dropout Dropout Dropout ] :
College Rate " N Rate N Rate -N Total N
Kingsborough | 8% 581 46 13 | - 4 598
Manhattan 20 216 41 22 - 782 9 247 .
NYCCC- 5 345 9 117 78 50 512
} Queensborough| 13 405 18 181 68 139 725
g B i Staten Island] 16 204 | .28 ~.107. 8 . 49 - 360 -
LEVEL A
.75 or Better | Less Than .75 | Wo Credit Ratio
) _ [ Propout Dropout Dropout .
College Rate N_ Rate N Rate N_ Total N
| kingsborough | - 72 607 . 572 7 - 100%Z 6 620 -
Manhattan 20 262 64 11 82 11 284
NYCCC 4 386 19 79 73 41 506
Queensborough 9 635 14 173 66 124 932
Staten Island| 14 344 30 133 72 58 535
;;:?
REGULAR
.75 or Better Less Than .75 No Credit Ratio
ﬁiopont Dropout Dropout
College Rate N Rate N Rate N Total N
Kingsborough 7% 432 - 4 - 1 437
Manhattan 21 337 18 11 1002 8 356
NYCCC 4 491 23 64 82 28 583
Queensborough | 11 781 19 113 80 110 1004
Staten Island] 11 575 20 97 81 37 709
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S. Fizst Semester Attrition in Relation to Remediation. The data

are presented in Table 4.15. Among level B students at Kingsborough and

WECCC the finding is that those who take remedial work are more likely to

drop out. At Qu_eeuborough there h no difference and at Steten Iehnd
those who take re-ediat:lon are -u:h less likely to drop out. Among those
who took one remedial course, the attrition rate was 192, while among
those who tc k no remediation, it was more than twice this rate (39%).

At Staten Island those students uking two or more remedial courses were

somevhat more likely to drop out as compared with those who took one

‘remedial course, Nevertheless, those taking #wo or more remedial courses

were still less i:lkely to drop out than those who took no remedial work.

Among level A students, the data for éteten Island again indicate '
that the re-edhl experience smretee some holdins power on students.
‘rhirty-tvo percent of thoce taking no renediation dropped out, vhile the
ettrition rate 66r those tekinz one remedial course was 15, and among |
those rek:l.ng two or more remedial courses it was 22%. On the other hand,
at NYCCC the reuumhip 1s reversed: students who take remediation are
more likely to drop out. At Kingsborough the relationship of remediation
to attrition is curvilinear. That is, among those taking no remediation,
8% drop out; among those taking ome course, 11X drop.out; while among those
taking two or more remedial courses the attrition rate falls to 3Z.

Among regular students the relationship between remediation and attri-
tion is generally negative; i.e., students taking remediation have a higher
attrition rate than those not taking it. This is not the case at Staten

Island. At this institution attrition is essentially unrelated to the

remedial experience.
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TABLE 4.15
Pirst Semester Attrition in Relation to Rened:lation.
g Community Colleges
"LEVEL B
| Bo Remediation 1 Remediation 2 or-More Rem.
. Dropout Dropout “Propout
| College Rate N - Rate N - Rate N [Total N
Kingsborough | 102 344 192 288 -— - 17 649
Msnhattan 24 246 — 1 -— - 27 |°
wyeee, - - 13 275 18 - 44 192 224 543 -
Qumpborough 26 188 26 288 30 367 783
Staten Island} 39 165 .19 98 26 111 374
LEVEL A
No_Remediation 1 Remediation 2 or More Rem.

~Dropout Dropout Dropout
College Rate - N Rate N Rate N |Total N
Kingsborough | 8% 344 112 259 32 36 639
Manhattan 24 284 - -- - - - 284
NYCCC 12 319 19 48 20 165 532
Queensborough| 18 356 21 294 22 339 989
Staten Island| 32 296 15 144 22 111 551

REGULAR

| No Remediation{ 1 Remediation | 2 or More Rem.

. Dropout Dropout Dropout .
College Rate N Rate N Rate N _|Total N
Kingsborough % 329 112 102 27% 11 442
Manhattan 22 354 —— 2 - - 356
NYCCC 7 443 17 48 16 108 599
Queensborough| 17 572 27 285 33 199 1056
Staten Island| 16 524 16 124 19 70 718
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6. First Semester Attrition in Relation to Restricted Credit Load. The

data are presented in Table 4.16. The general finding is that except for
A!hnhattan,students who register-for less than eight credits are the most
likely to drop out. At Queensborough, Kingsborough and NYCCC students who
attempt 8—11 credits have about the same attrition rate as those who attempt
12 or more credits. At Staten Island those who attempt 12 or more credits
have a slightly higher attrition rate than those who attempt 8-11 or 4-7.
Thia auggests that restricted program.placement generates some retentive
pover. at this‘canpus.r At Manhattan the more credits for which a student

;ra;intera, the less likely is he to drop out.

The overall pattern for level A students is the one found for level B
students only at Manhattan. The more credits for which a atndent registers,
the less likely is he to drop out. dueenaborough and Staten Island are
7exceptions. At the former there is no difference in attrition rates between
the étoun registering‘for 8-11 credits and the group registerins for 12 or.

. more. At Staten Island those who registered for 12 or wore had a higher
attrition rate than their counterparts whn attempt 8-11, ana they have the
same attrition rate as those who register for from 4-7 credits.

Among regular scunents at Staten Island, the 8-11 group and tae 12

or more group have about the same attrition rate. The same is true in

Manhattan and Kingsborough. At NYCCC and Queensborough, however, those

students who attempted 12 or more credits have the lowest attrition rates.
In short, restricted program placement seems to have some beneficial

effects on certain campuses.
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TABLE 4.16 i -
First Semester Attrition in Relation to Credits Attempted:
Community Colleges
LEVEL B
None Attempted| 1~3 Credits| 4-7 Credits| 8-11 Credits| 12/More Total
. . - Credits N
Dropout N .| Dropout N | Dropout N | Dropout N | Dropout N|-
College Rate Rate - Rate Rate " Rate
Kingsborough 632 51 - 252 87 92 94 )4 172 62 245) 649
Manhattan 0 0 75 12 47 38 24 84 12 113 247
NYCCC - 69 29 50 -48 10 109 8 95 5 260 541
Queensborough{ 66 58 36 174 27 229 17 187 17 135] 783
Staten Is. - 57 14 55 20} 26 47 25 135 | 30 158 374
LEVEL A
None Attempted | 1-3 Crégits 4-7 Credits| 8~11 Credits| 12/More otal
- ~ Credits - N
Dropout N Dropout N | Dropout N | Dropout - N : Dropout N
Rate “Rate Rate Rate Rate
502 18 50% 56 122 67 62 148 12 349} 638
0 0 78 9 44 32 25 94 16 149 284
80 25 46 39 27 83 10 92 3 2921 531
67 57 36 121 26 247 10 311 9 253 ] 989
67 15 73 15 26 65! 18 174 ! 26  "281{ 550
1
REGULAR
None Attempted | 1-3 Credits| 4-7 Credits| 8-11 Credits| 12/More Total |
, Credits t N
. Dropout N Dropout N | Dropout N { Dropout N | Dropout N
[College Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate
1gsborough 1002 4 602 15 302 20 62 79 4% 323} 441
attan 0 0 86 7 52 23 18 80 20 2461 356
ccC 73 15 43 28 26 55 12 85 5 415 598
eensborough 85 52 55 88 34 185 20 301 6 43011056
Staten Is. 71 7 46 i1 | 36 47 12 157 14 494 716
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Two Semester Attrition Analyses: Community Colleges

1. _Attrition by High School Average. The data are presented in
Table 4.17. In contrast to the first semester attrition rates, there

seemed less institutional variability in attrition for the second sem-

- ester. The expected pattern is a lower rate for level A's as ‘compared

with level B's and, in turn a lower rate for regulars in conpariéon with

. levél A;s. King;borough, NYCCC, Queenstorough and Sta;en Island conform
to this pattern, althBugh thefpercehtage‘différences are small ‘in the - -
I;Fter two cases. At Manhattan there is no relation between categories

of high school average and attrition:

TABLE 4.17

Second Semester Attrition Rates in Relation to High School Averages:
Community Colleges

.. LEVELS
B A Regular

Dropout Number of Dropout Number of Dropout Number of
College Rate Dropouts Rate Dropouts Rate Dropouts
Kingsborough 25% 141 18% 104 13% 53
Manhattan 16 29 17 37 17 46
NYCCC 25 115 20 90 13 67
Queensborough 24 133 22 174 17 142
Staten Island | 24 64 21 86 18 108
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2. Second Semester Attrition in Relation to Cumulative Grade

Point Average. The data are presented in Table 4.18. For level B stu-

dents about 30Z of those who earned less tham a C average drop out. The
same attrition rate characterizes level A ;nd regular students. For the
level B's there ié not a great deal of in;titutional variation. Twenty-

four percent of level B's at Manhattan drop out if they fail to earn a

2,00 average, whiie at NYCCC (34%) and Kingsborough (5325 the rate is

higher.

For level A students the range in attrition rates is even smaller
than it is for level B's, going frém a low of 30% at Kingsborough and
NYCCC to a ﬂigh of 377 at Manhattan. Among regular students the range
is slightly greater: 30% of NYCCC regulaf students drop out if they did
not earn a C average, while the figure is 42% at Manhattan.

The effects of grade point average seemed to "cancel” the effects
of the high school averége categories. That is, a student's grades in
college are more influential than his high school average in determining
the liklihood of dropping out. For example, at Staten Island, among stu-
dents earning less than a 2.00, the dropout rate for level B's is 32%;
for level A's it is also 32%; and for regulars it is 34Z. At Queensborough,
students with a stronéer high school background (the regulars) are more
likely to drop out than the B's and A's, if they do not attain at least

a C average. This is also true at Manhattan.
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TABLE 4.18

Second Semester Attrition in Relation to One Year Cumulative
*  Grade Point Average: Community Colleges

LEVEL B
2.00 or Better’ Less Than 2.00
Dropout Dropout
College Rate N Rate N Total N
Kingsborough 19% 308 33% 252 560
| Manhattan 13 150 24 37 187
NYCCC 14 191 34 266 457
Queensborough 9 146 29 420 566
Staten Island 9 89 32 173 262
LEVEL A
2.00 or Better Less Than 2.00
. Dropout Dropout
College -Rate N Rate N Total N
Kingsborough 13% 411 30% 169 580
Manhattan 14 186 37 30 216
NYCCC 12 244 30 209 453 .
Queensborough 8 352 33 438 790
Staten Island 8 190 32 220 410
REGULAR
2.00 or Better Less Than 2.00
Dropout Dropout
College Rate N Rate N Total N
Kingsborough 102 346 31% 58 404
Manhattan 15 257 42 19 276
NYCCC 8 414 30 119 533
Queensborough 8 565 38 252 817
Staten Island 11 430 34 172 602
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3. Second Semester Attrition in Relation to Credit Generation. The

data are presented in Table 4.19. Attrition rates are affected rather‘
strongly by the credit earning ability of students. At Queensborough the
rate for level B students who earn less than 24 credits is twice as high
as it is for those who earn more than 24 credits. At Kingsborough those
who earned less than 24 credits have an attrition rate almost five times
higher than those who earn more than 24.
Amongrlevel A students at Manhatt#n those who earn less than 24

credits have the lowest a;tfition rate in this cateé&ry among community
colleges. Those at Kinésborough have the highest rate. At this school
the attrition rate among those earning iess than 24 credits is more than
six times greater than the rate among those who earn more than 24.

Among regular students at Kingsborough, those who earn less than
~24 credits are seven times as likely to drop out as those who earn more
than 24 credits. The discrepancy is smallest among Staten Island stu-
dents,lwhere those who earn less than 24 credits are about 3.5 times as

likely to drop out as those who earn more than 24.

4. Second Semester Attrition in Relation to Credit Ratio. The

data are presented in Table 4.20. Attrition rates are rather strongly

associated with credit ratio at all levels. Among the level B students

46% dropped out at NYCCC if their credit ratio was below .75. On the

_other hand, at Manhattan this was true for only 21%. At Staten Island

the attrition rate among those earning less than .75 was almost five
times higher than it was among those earning better than .75. At
Manhattan those earning less than .75 were only about 1.5 times as likely

to'drop out.
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{, TABLE 4.19
Second Semester Attrition in Relation to One Year Cumulative
Credits Earned: Community Colleges
e LEVEL B
24 or More Credits| Less Than 24 Credits| No Credits
Dropout Dropout Dropout
College Rate N Rate N Rate N Total N
' Kingsborough 72 191 332 354 87% 15 560
: Manhattan 6 83 22 103 - 1 . 187
; NYCCC 8 155 33 290 58 12 457
: Queensborough 11 64 22 460 64 42 566
[ Staten Island 7 62 29 189 55 11 262
%
|
; LEVEL A
; . 24 or More Credits | Less Than 24 Credits | No Credits
by Dropout Dropout Dropout
' College Rate N Rate N Rate N |Total N
Kingsborough 52 322 32% 250 1002 8 580
Manhattan 13 115 20 99 - 2 216
NYcCC 9 213 29 232 50 8 453
Queensborough 8 . 156 23 599 69 35 790
Staten Island 8 lé6l 28 237 67 12 410
} i
REGULAR
24 or More Credits | Less Than 24 Credits | No Credits |
Dropout Dropout Dropout
College Rate N Rate N Rate N Total N
Kingsborough 52 301 362% 103 - - 404
Manhattan 6 182 37 94 - - 276
NYccC 5 344 25 183 67 6 533
Queensborough 6 357 24 442 78 18 817
Staten Island 9 374 31 222 100 6 602
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TABLE 4.20

Second Semester Attrition in Relation %o
One Year Cumulative Credit Ratio:
Community Colleges

g

LEVEL B
.75 or Better | Less Than .75 | No Credit Ratio
Dropout Dropout Dropout Total N
College Rate N Rate N Rate _N .
Kingsborough 23% 540 - 5 - - 545
Manhattan 14 162 21 24 - 1 187
NYCCC 14 306 46 139 832 6 451
Queensborough 10 305 34 219 64 39 563
Staten Island 9 140 41 1il 60 10 261
LEVEL A
‘ .75 or Better | Less Than .75 | No Credit Ratio |
Dropout Dropout Dropout Total N
Rate N Rate N Rate N
16X 568 - 4 - - 572
14 198 50% 16 - 2 216
15 358 39 87 572 7 452
10 568 49 187 69 32 787
10 275 41 223 67 12 410
REGULAR
—ml2 or Better | lLess Than .75 | No Credit Ratio |
Dropout Dropout Dropout Total N
N Rate N | Rate N
404 - - - - 404
261 672 15 - - 276
460 34 67 - 5 532
692 &7 107 7% 17 816
502 &5 9% - 5 601

Y —
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At Queensborough level A students who did not earn a .75 were five
times more likely to drop out than their counterparts who did earn a
credit ratio of .75 or better. At NYCCC the above .75's were more than
2.5 times less likely to drop out than were those students below J75.

Among regular students, those earning less than .75 are about four
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times more likely to drop out. This seems true for all of the community

colhgu'

5. Dropout and Re-entry. The data are .presanted in Table 4.21.
For level B students there is great institutional d:l.vers-:lty in return
rates. At NYCCC 10% of the first semester dropouts returned for their
third term, vhile at Manhattan this was true for 60% of the students.
In other words, a Manhattan dropout was six times Qore likely to return
than a NYCCC dropout.

Among level A students the return rates vary from a low of 9% at
NYCCC to a high of 592 at Queensborough. Queensborough students were
almost seven times more likely to return than NYCCC students.

Among regular students 182 of the dropouts at NYCCC return. This
compares with 582 at Manhattan.

At Manhattan dropouts at each level are equally likely to return.
At Kingsborough level B's are more likely to return than level A's.

At Queensborough level A's and regulars are equally likely to return.

The same is true at Staten Island.
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‘ TABLE 4.21
i Return Rate of Pirst Semester Dropouts: Cosmunity Colleges
) (Pexcent Returning for Third Semester)
; LEVEIL B
Nuaber of Number of Return |
College Drogouts . Returness Rate |
borough 89 23 262
ttan £9 36 60
CCC 86 9 10
borough 217 64 29
taten Island 112 kI 30
{ - LEVEL A
; Mumber of Number of Return
' Dropouts Returness Rate
59 1 19%
! 68 40 59
E 79 7 9
! 199 68 34
. 116 52 45
i
>
REGULAR
Number of Number of Return
College Dropouts . Returnees Rate
gsborough 38 13 342
ttan 80 46 58
CCC 66 12 18
esnsborough 239 82 34
(") taten Island 116 50 43
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CHAPTER 5

COMPARISONS of 1970 and 1971 COHORTS

Introduction

At this time we have one semester performance data for the cohort fresh-
men who entered in fall 1971. Thus, the first semester performance of the
1970 entering cohort may be compared with the first semester experience for
the 1971 entering cohort. This means, of course, that we have no attrition
or reerrollment analyses. Further, our inquiry into the effects of
remediation can only be suggestive, since the real test for the consequences
of ~emediation can come only ;fter Ehe student has been in college for
longer than one term.

Pour analyses follow. Threée of them contrast the academic performances
of the two cohorts.l ﬁevel B, A and Regular students at each campus will be
compared on their*graderpoint averages, credit generation, and credit ratio
performances for the falls of 1970 and 1971 respectively. Our last analysis
looks into tae immediate effects of remediation, and considers its implication

for the wost decisive of our measures of academic success: GPA.

1970 and 1971 Comparisons of Grade Point Average: Senior Colleges

Data for the 1nd1vidualvc011eges are presented in Table 5.0. They
indicate no gené}al trend. At Brooklyn, 37Z of the 1970 level B students
earned a 2.00 or better grade point average in their first semester, while
only 292 of the 1971 cohort achieved this level (it must be noted, of course,
that the 1971 results are based on only 7 students). Level A students at
Brooklyn did not do as well in 1971 as they did in 1970. Level B students

of the 1971 cohort also did not do as well as Hunter and Queens (again,
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however, the number of students involved is very small at Hunter for the
1971 group and is very small at Queens for the 1970 group).' At all other
colleges both level B and A students showed improvement in 1971. This im-
provement was particularly dramatic at City College where 227% of level B's
achieved a C average in 1970, compared with 49% who reached this level in
1971. 1In absolute terms only 28% of the 1971 level B's at Lehman attained
acC average: 'Hgﬁe;ér, thié was more than twice the proportion reaching this
level in 1970. The institution with the greatest percentage of level B students
attaining a 2.00 average is Queens, where 75% of the 1951 cohort reached this
level. This is partly because freshmen do not receive F's during their first
year at this campus.

For level k students the greatest improﬁement is observedrat City
College and iehman.

The 1mp;ovement noted for level B and level A students is not as appar-

ent for regular students. The performance of the latter is rather stable over

the two years.

TABLE 5.0

Comparison of 1970 and 1971 Freshmen:
Percent Earning 2.00 or Better Grade Point Average

LEVEL |
B ﬁf A Regular
College 1970 N| 1971 1970 N 1971 N |[19/70 N ; 1971 N |
Baruch 272 83| 42% 33|l 51% 669 | 55% 685 |l 78% 405 797 488
Brooklyn 37 142] 29 71l 59 870 52 257 80 2788 | 84 2316
City College || 22 36| 49 53|l 42 824f 5511074 77 1406 | 77 1038
Hunter s1 39! 38 8| 67 857 72 701(f 84 1662 | 87 1482
Lehman 13 98| 28 sifl 41 993| s3 927{ 74 848 | 80 889 '
Queens 83 12| 75 soff 89 s12] 91 228{ 97 2531 | 98 2181
York* s4 71| 57 14lf 69 536! -- --JL79 116 ' 85 231
|

*Data for 1971 Level A students not included due to error in the computer
tape transmitted to us.
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1970 and 1971 Comparisons of Credit Generation: Senior Colleges

Table 5.1 presents the data for the individual colleges. As with GPA,
there is no consistgnt pattern. For level B students we see a marked
decrease in credit generation at Queens and York and some decrease at City
College and Brooklyn. On the other hand, two schools, Baruéh and Lehman,

showed no decrease.

e Wy ety e

For level A students, the 1971 cohort did almost as well as the 1970
group at Queens, Hunter, and Brooklyn. The one school which showed the
greétest decrease in credit production was City Csllege (whepe the per¥
centage earning twelve or more credits fell from 40% in 1970 to 26% in

1971). Among regular students, the decrease in credit productivity was

ST, SO AN D A YT I DL T o Y

greéatest at City College (72% in 1970 against 53% in 1971).

TABLE 5.1

Comparison of 1970 and 1971 Freshmen:
Percent Earning 12 or More Credits in First Semester
(Senior Colleges)

LEVEIS
B A . Regular
College 1970 N 1971 N }|1970 N 1971 N |l1970 N 1971 N
Baruch 15% 83 15% 33 36% 671 28% 685|i 66% 405 59% 488
Brooklyn 20 142 14 7 50 871 46 257 82 2783 81 2316

City Gollege N 14 36 6 54 || 40 827 26 1119|| 72 1410 53 10%
!

Nunter 15 39 13 8 || 35 859 32 701)| 68 1662 67 1482
Lehman 111 100 12 51 |l 54 99 46 927 82 849 81 889
Queens 25 12 3 59 I 43 514 41 228} 73 2531 74 2181

h20 71 7 14 || 46 537 -- i 68 116 59 232

; York

i

The decrease in credit generation for the 1971 freshmen should not be
interpreted as an .unplanned outcome. At some schools it seems that students

were more likely to receive remediation and did, therefore, register for fewer

credits. This can be seen in Table 5.2. The colleges at which the 1971
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freshmen showed the greatest decrease in credit generation are also the
colleges with the greatest increase in the proportions of 1971 freshmen
taking remedial work. For example, at Queens (where there was a marked

decrease in credit generation among level B's), the proportion taking one

remedial course rose from 8% in 1970 to 76% in 1971. At York, the propor-
tion rose from 24% to 43%. At City College, 94% of the level B students
were placed in two or more remedial courses for the fall 1971 term.

TABLE 5.2

Percent Taking Remediation in First Semester:
Comparison of 1970 and 1971 Freshmen
‘(Senior Colleges)

LEVEL B
No Remediation { 1 Remediation 2 or More Remediation
iCollege 1970 N ‘1971 N ‘1970 N 11971 N 1970 N 1971 N
1

!
—
1
1

Baruch 22 10 3% 427 33% 46% 38 647 21
Brooklyn 92 | 71 1 35 29 - -- -
City College 16 2 | 47 4 8 3 94 50
Hunter 22 13 33 - - 10 4 88 7
Lehman 19 4 20 35 60 59 61 31
Queens 8 12 8 76 25 3 ‘10 6
York 12 - 24 43 1 59 © 57 8

Lt

EVEL A .
“No Remediation + 1 Remediation 4 2 or More Remediation
College 1970 N 1971 N 1970 N L1970 N 11971 N
¥ . + -

Baruch gy 253] 30z 206 | 45% 301 | 40% 276 y 17% 115 30% 203
Brooklyn 86 7501 93 240 |14 118 | 70 — = == ==
City Collega8 392 13 147 [ 42 345 | 24 {11 87 -63 698
Hunter 50 429] 60 418 L 39 336 7 11 92 34 236
Lehman 63 628 46 424 15 153 | 31 21 212 23 216
Queens 35 180| 43 99 50 254 | 46 . 78 24
York 41 219) -- -- {27 142 | -- i 176 - -

3
REGULAR
‘No Remediation 4 1 Remediation 2 or More Remediation
College 970 N 1971 N | 1970 N | 1971 K, 1970 N 1971 N
i ]

Baruch 342 218 47% 231 1 41% 164 4172 199 - 6% 23 12% 58
Brooklyn 99 2773 | 100 2309 # 1 15 - 7. - - --
'‘City College79 .1109 39 421 19 268 33 356 29 29 311
Hunter 79 1309 84 1247 18 293 3 51 60 12 184
Lehman 88 750 82 728 6 49 16 142 49 2 19
Queens 66 1680 80 1749 32 818 , 19 423 33 4 9
York 59 68 52 121 4 22 25 30 70 23 17 40




— o T %

113

For level A students, the biggest decrease in credit generation was at
City College. As Table 5.2 shows, 63% of level A's at City College took

two or more remedial courses in 1971 (as compared with only 11% in 1970).

1970 and 1971 Comparisons: Effects of Remediation on First Semester GPA-Senior
Colleges

The data are presented in Table 5.3. For level B students the data are

rather thin due to the small numbers involved. Therefore, level B's are not
analyzed. With regard to level A at Queens, those who received intensive
remediation, did as well in both years as those who received no remedjal
work. At Hunter in 1970, thé group that did best was the one that received
no remediation. In 1971 the intensive remedial group did as well as the
group receiving no remediation. In both cases, those who took only one
remediation course did not do as well. At Baruch the remedial students
do not do quite as well as the non-remedial students for the 1971 cohort.
However, the performance of the 1971 ;emedialwstudents compares more favorably
with the non-remedials than was the case in 1570. In short, there is some
evidence that intensive remediation was more beneficial in 1971 than it was’
in 1970. Only at City College and Lehman do the remedial students continue
to perform at a considerably lower level than the non-remedial students.
For the regular students there are a few changes when the 1970 and 1971
cohorts are compared. At York the 1971 students who took remediation do
considerably worse than ;hose who tpok no remediation. This was not true
for the 1970 cohort. At City College those who took renediation in 1971
do not perform as well as those who did not take remedial work. However,
they do considerably better compared with their non-remedial counterparts
than was the case for the 1970 cohort. Remedial students at Baruch in the
1971 cohort come closer to approximating the performance of non-remedial

students than was the case in 1970.




TABLE 5.3

Relation of First Scmester Grade Point Avereec and
First Semester Remediatiom:
Comparison of 1970 & 1971 Freshmen
Senior Colleges (% Earning 2.00 or ictter)

LEVEL 7 — I
No Remadiation 1 Remediation 2 or M.re Remediation |
College 1970 N [ 1971 N ||1970 N | 1971 1970 N 1 1971 @

Baruch 40z 10 202 35 . % 387 2}
Brooklyn | 41 . 92 30 50 - -
Cicy Cold. Y 25 36 18 48 50
| Hunter 55 22 46 13 — -
Lehman 5 19 15 20 : 32 31
Queens lmo 8 - 1 50 6

York 58 12 At o83 17 X 63 8

LEVEL A —
1{ No Remediation 1 Remediation 2_or_More, Remediation
College 1570 N | 1971w || 1970 n | 1971 Njj 1970 N 1671 N

-Baruch 597 253 | 59% 206 || 48% 301 | 55% 276| 43% 115 | 51% 203

Brooklyn 60 750 S2 240 57 118 | 53 174 50 2] - -

city Cedl.j] 46 392 | 69 147 || 40 345 51 262* 35 87| 53 698
1

Hunter 70 429 | 74 418 || 63 3306 | 47 474 62 92| 72 236
Lehman 47 628) 63 424l 29 153 | 45 287 29 212 | 43 216
-Queens 91 180 | 94 99 || 87 - 254 | 87 1054 9l 78 | 96 24

.York 72 219} -- -1 62 142 | -~ - “ 70 176 | - -

[

CULAR =
o Remedtation JI_ & Remed latics 2 or More Remciliation

College |l 19 WL LI ™ [l

_19n L7 A XY SRR IZONSNTE BTN

Baruch 2 g2z 231 76% 164 | 76n 1euvll 707 23| 74n S8
Brooklyn 7' 85 2309l 67 15 | 57 78 -- -1 -
City Coll. non b 83 421l 66 268} 77 336 55 29} 70 3l
dunter 1300 | s8 1247l 76 293 | 65 51ff 82 60 185
Lehman 7501 81 728l 690 49 | 75 a2 o5 19
Queens weo | 98 174l 95 812 | 97 423 94 33 )
York 61 53 121l 76 25| 30 0 83 23 40
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1970 and 1971 Comparisons of Grade Point Average: Community Colleges

j—

Except at two campuses, the community colleges show little difference
between the 1970 and 1971 level B students regarding grade point average in
the first semester. The data for the individual campuses are presented in
Table 5.4. The’findings indicate that at Manhattan there was a substantial
decrease in the percentage of level B students earning a C or better average.
In 1970, 91% of Manhattan level B's attained this level, while in 1971 the
figure dropped to 79%. At Queensborough there was a slight increase. Thirty-
two percent in 1970 and 387% in 1971 earned at lea;t a C average. For the
other colleges there was little change.

There was also little change between the 1970 and 1971 level A students,
with only two campuses showing even a 6% difference. At Manhattan there was
a decrease in the percentage of 1971 freshmen earning a 2.00 average (85% in

1971 compared with 917% in 1970). At Staten Island there was a 6% increase.

For regular students there was essentially no change in performance at
Kingsborough and Manhattan. ihere were small increases at NYCCC and Staten
Island. At Queensborough there was an 8 percentage point increase (692 of the

1971 freshmen earned a C average compared with 61% for the 1970 freshmen).

In short, some colleges have exhibited a small increase in the percentage

of students earning a C average. However, such improvement does not approximate

that observed for the senior colleges.
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TABLE 5.4

Comparison of 1970 and 1971 Freshmen:
Percent Earning 2.00 or Better Grade Point Average
Community Colleges

Level B P A Regular

College 1970 8 1971 N j1970 w| 1971 w| 1970 wm| 1971 N

Kingsborough || 54% 643 | SOX 411 ] 66% 637 | 69% S50 || 84% 442 | 83% 579
Manhattan 91 247 |79 219 | 91 284 | 85 219 || 96 356 | 94 187

Nycce 48 543 49 330 | S4 532} 58 351 73 5981 78 399

‘Queensborough |L 32 779 38 451 | 46 985 50 819 61 1050 | 69 1036

:Staten Island “ 38 373 | 40 467 | 48 SS0| S4 512 || 69 718 | 74 623 ]

—

11970 and 1971 Comparisons of Credit Generation: Community Colleges

The data are presented in Table 5.5. For level B students, there is
essentially no change from 1970 to 1971 in the proportion of students earning
12 or more credits. There is, however, considerable institutional variability.
At Queensborough only 82 of level B's earned 12 or more credits in 1971, while
at Manhattan 44% managed to earn at least 12 credits. These two colleges were
-also the top and bottom ranking institutions im 1970.

For level A students only at Manhattan does there seem to be a change.

In 1970, 50% of level A’s earned at least ié credits, while this was true for

§7%2 of the 1971 freshmen.
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| ( " TABLE 5.5

Comparison of 1970 and 1971 Freshmen:
. Percent Earning 12 or More Credits in First Semester
Community Colleges

Level B A Regular
_ 1lege 1970 N/ 1971 N 1920 N| 1971 NIl 1970 W} 1971 N
T Kingsborough || 37% 649 363 411 || sS4z 639] S6x S50 || 73% 442 | 662 579
Manhatitan 42 247| & 219 S0 284] S7 219 65 356) 64 187
o
é NYCCC 36 543 3¢ 332 45 532| 45 354 61 599f 62 403

Quéensborough;| 10 783| 8 462 18 989l 21 826|] 35 1056| 39 1040

! Staten I.'.' . 21 374 19 467 30 551 28 512 S7 718] 44 623

For the regular students there was little change from 1970 to 1971 at-

Manhattan, NYCCC, and Queensborough. However at Kingsborough and Staten

1sland there was some decrease in the proportions of 1971 freshmen earning

12 or more credits. This decrease seems most pronounced at Staten Island

vhere 57% of the 1970 freshmen earned 12 or more credits, whereas this vas
|
true for only 44% of the 1971 freshmen. |
: |

Apparently the stability of the community college students in credit

generation is a reflection of the relative stability of these colleges in

the assignment of students to remedial work (see Table 5.6).




TABLE 5.6

Percent Taking Remediation in First Semester:
Comparison of 1970 and 1971 Fr« 'men
Community Colleges

LEVEL B
No Remediation 1 Remediation or More Remediation
College 1970 N [1971 Nﬂ 1970 N[ 1971 N (1970 N J197/1 N
Kingsboro $3% 338 }54% 207 i| 45% 288] 40% 195 || 32 17 6% 9
Marhattan §100 246 |96 211 || -- 1| 40 8 {|-- -— | - -
NYcce S3 275 {57 188 9 44} 20 67 |38 224 |23 75
Queensboro | 24 188 |18 83 || 29 2271 29 130 {147 364 |S3 238
Staten Is. | 44 164 |51 239 || 26 98| 37 173 {30 111 {12 55
- LEVEL A
No Remediation T I Remediation 2 or More Renediation |
College I 1970 W | 1971 N || 1970 N ] 1971 N J1970 N | 19/ N~ |
Kingsboro s4x 342 | 612 380 |l 412 259] 36X 163 || 6 36 kY S
Manhattan J100 284 | 97 213 |} -- -l 2 5 {|-- - 1 1
NYccC 61 319 | 66 231 | 11 48| 17 59 {]29 165 17 61
Queensboro || 36 356 | 42 343 || 30 294] 26 216 {{34 335 32 260
Staten Is. || 54 295 | 72 367 || 26 144) 27 136 {{20 111 2 9
REGULAR
emediation T Remediation Z or W‘
College 71 1970 I97T N (197G —Y97T N |
Kingsboro 73% 481 || 23% 102 25% 91 32 1 2% 7
Manhattan 99 186 1 2l 1 1 ||- B
NYCCC 75 301 7 48} 13 s1 {16 108 12 47
Queensboro 59 609 || 27 284] 23 241 {19 195 18 186
Staten Is. 79 492 || 17 124 21 128 ({10 70 | -- 3

1970 and 1971 Comparisons:

Effects of Remediation on First Semester GPA-

Community Colleges

For level B students there are some changes from 1970 to ‘1971 (See

Table 5.7).

At Staten Island in 1970, students taking intensive remediation

(two or more courses) did as well as those who took no remedial work. In
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TABLE 5.7
Relation of First Semester Grade Point Average
’ and First Semester Remediation: Comparison
: Community Colleges (X Earning 2.00 or Better)
‘ LEVEL B
? ; TNo Remediation T Remediation or Hore Remediation
: College — 1977 N | IS70 N | 1971 § ¥1970 Y [ 97T N |
’ Kingsboro s58% 338| 492 223 ] 502 288| 53X 165 ‘472 17 442 23
§ Manhattan 91 26| 79 211 § -- 1 75 8 || -~ - - -
? . NYCCC 53 275{ 50 188 ¥ 50 44| 49 67 141 224 45 75
"1 Queensboro || 27 188 39 83§ 34 2271 38 139 {33 364 38 238
: Staten Is. || 38 164 ] 46 239 f 33 981 34 173 |41 111 33 55
i
{
H

- LEVEL &

{ Remediation i 1 Remediation T2 or More Remediation
College 5970 N | 1971 W |, 1970 N ; 1971 N 429/9 W, 1977 N |
‘Kingsboro || 68% 342 | 692 333}| 61z 259| 70% 198 169% 36 632 19
Manhattan ﬁ 91 284 | 85 213} -~ --| 80 5 i-- - - 1
NYCCC 58 319 | 62 2311] 58 48| 41 59 1146 165 57 61
Queensboroi| 46 356 | 53 343 48 294 48 216 44 335 47 260
Staten Is. || 49 295 | 57 267} 42 144 45 136 {{53 111 44 9

’_i P’y , I
N Jl1970 N ! 1971 N

3 f13z 11 | soz 14
1 -

college U870 N

Kingsboro | 85% 329
Manhattan it 96 354
NYCCC 77 443
1 Queensboro if 68 571
Staten Is.‘ 74 524

H

s1 k6o 108 | 62 47
241 lso 195 | 57 186
128 Is6 70 | - 3
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1971 those who took no remediation out-performed the remedial students. In

this respect Staten Island seems to have lost some ground. At Queensboroug@
in 1970, remedial students did slightly better than non-remedial students.
In 1971 both groups performed at about the same level. At NYCCC in 1970,

the non-remedials were better than those who took two or more remedial

_courses. In 1971 all groups performed at about the same level. At Man-

hattan there was little formal remediation provided (that is formal remedial
courses did not exist. Rather other styles of remediation were offered

such as tutoring). At Kingsborough in 1670, non-remedial studemts out-
performed those who had remedial experience. In 1971 students who took one
remedial course performed about the same as those who had no remedial work.
Those who took intensive remediation were slightly lower than those who
took one remedial course.

With regard to le' :1 A students at Staten Island in 1970, those who
took intensive remediation did about as well as those who took none. In
1971 there was a decline in the performance of remedial students. Staten
Island thus did not do as well #a the second year of open admissions. At
Queensborough there was relatively little change in the effect of remedia-
tion over the two year period. ﬁg,both years, students in remedial work did
about as well as those not takiné»temediation. If there was any change, it
would be in the di;ection of a slight decrease in performance for the 1971
freshmen in remedial work. At NYCCC in 1970, students taking one remedial
course did as well as those who took no vemediation. Those taking two or
more remedial courses were significantly poorer in performance than the
two preceding groups. In 1971 one change was apparent: stu’ ts in

intensive remediation did almost as well as those who took no .iediation.
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However, thcse who took only one remedial course were significantly below
those who took none. At Kingsborough intensive remedial students did as

well as those taking no remediation in 1970. 1In 1971 students who took

one remedial course did as well as those who took none, but the intensive
remedial group had slipped very slightly.

We now consider the regular students at the community colleges. At
Staten Island those who took remediation in 1970 did not do as well as
those who took none. The same is true for the 1971 cohort. The same con-
clusion applies to Queensborough and NYCCC. At Kingsborough, students of
the 1970 cohort who took one remedial course did as well as those who took
0o remediation. Those in intensive remediation were somewhat inferior in
performance to the first two groups. In 1971 the results are the same
except that the iniensive remedial group seems to have deteriorated in.

performance.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

This first interim report on academic outcomes of open admissions
raises more questions than it answers. This is necessarily the case. Answ;;;
toAthe important questions must rely on other data bases. It seems to us that
many of these questions can be subsumed under three general issues. After pre-
senting these, we will describe the several data bases we shall use in formu-
lating the interpretations.

First, there is the issue of differences within and among campuses. .As
we noted in our introduction, CUNY is a federated rather than centrally direc-
ted university. Rather than a monolithic CUNY form of open admissions imple-
mentation, strategies have varied from campus to campus. if true, one would
expect considerable variation in the academic outcomes among campuses. As

. our dat; show, this is exactl} the case. Moreover, a comparison of the 1976
and 1971 cohorts shows that on any one campus many of the groups exhibit dis-
similar outcomes. The consequences for further data collection are obvious.
First, interpretation of differences among campuses requires detailed descrip-
tion and analysis of different open admissions strategies. Second, interpreta-
tion of differences within campuses through time requires consideration of
policy changes on ecach campus from year to year.

For example, one specific topic to be addressed in considering differences
between and within colleges is remediation. This report simply describes dif-
‘ferences in remedial outcomes among schools. In order to adequately assess

the impact of remediation, however, more data are required on specific program
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components at the various colleges. This requires interviews with key

administrators and faculty.

In addition to these within and between college differences, a second
issue, individual differences among students, must be considered. In this
report the only pertinent measure has been high school average. Needless
to say, to this must be added indices such as several socio-economic variables
and other dimensions of academic skills.

As important, if not more important, all of the data in this analysis
negleét to consider a third issue: how students are thinking and feeling as
they move through the open admissions program. At least three types oquues-
tions are pertinent. First, what are -the opinions of the open admissions
Students about the program? Secondly, what are the attitudes of the non-
open adﬁissions regular students? Finally, do stndentg who matriculated prior
to open admissions see any changes in their respective colleges since 1970,
and if so, what are they?

In order to address these issues, we have been and are collecting several
types of data:

l. We are interviewing key administrators and analyzing documents on 17 CUNY
campuses in order to determine differences among campuses in open admis-
sions implementation, and individual campus changes from year to year,

2. Interviews will be conducted with faculty involved in the planning and
teaching of remedial work. The aim is to assess differences among schools
in the structuring of remedial work and to determine the kinds of changes

which have occurred since the inception of open admissions.

P
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or 1971. Some were open admissions (level A and level B) students and
some were not. The aim here is to assess their perceptions as they

moved through the open admissions structure which existed on this campus.
We shall compare these perceptions with the official perceptions as

these are revealed through our interviews with administrators and faculty.

4, On four campuses we have interviewed student leaders. These are upper-
classmen. From fhese data we expect to acquire insights into the per-
ceptions of ‘nfluential students concerning the changes that open admis-
sions has brought about on their campuses.

5. Student newspapers on every campus are being analyzed. We wish to
determine how issues relating to open admissions have been publicly

" defined at each institution.

6. We have collected student data on socio-economic characteristics,
standardized measures of academic skill levels, and high schools
attended. These data will enrich our analyses of the sources of indi-
vidual differences in academic performance. They will also make it possible
to assess the extent to which performance is determined by character-
istics of college environments as against individual characteristics.

To some extent a final evaluation of open admissions must wait until
these students have finished school and started working. It is important

to assess the impact of open admissions in facilitating social mobility.

Toward this end, a comparison of the jobs held by students who never atteﬁded

college, who attended but dropped out, and who graduated, will be conducted,

pending proper funding.
It is our expectation that as the types of data referred to above are
collected and analyzed, the meaning of the data presented in this report

can be clarified, interpreted, and illuminated.
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APPENDIX A

COMPARISON OF MAJOR RESEARCH

ASSESSMENTS OF OPEN ADMISSIONS

Introduction

To date there have been two major research projects assessing the Open
Admissions policy. The first is the evaluation conducted by the American
Council on Education (hereafter referred to as the "ACE report"). This work
was carried out under a contract between ACE and the Board of Higher Education.
The primary focus was on the assessment of the first year of Open Admissions.

The second evaluation supported jointly by the City University and the
Esso Education Foundation is being conducted by the authors. This study is
longitndin;IAin nature. It is following the first three classes entering under
Open Admissions over a period of several years. The aim is to analyze student
academic outcomes, to describe the different styles with which each campus has
implemented the poligy (with particular emphasis on remedial programs), and to
assess the effects of different types of implementation on student outcomes.

Since there are significant methodological differences between the two
projects, and since these can lead to discrepancies in findings, it is important
to consider these and to interpret any differences which might arise.

Both studies are concerned with important criteria of academic success,
notably grade point averages and credit generation, Moreover, both studies use
very similar categories for describing these outcomes. The ensuing discussion

compares the findings for these success variables and provides interpretation

of any exisfing differences.
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The major difference between the ACE study and the Lavin-Jacobson
project, as far as GPA's and credit generation are concerned, lies in the
data collection techniques. The ACE report gathered data from student gelf-
reports. That is, the data on grades and credits were obtained from a
questionnaire sent to a sample of CUNY students (from the 1970 freshman class),
asking them to report their performance on these variables. The Lavin-
Jacobson report obtained the same type of data from student transcripts (as
these were transmitted té us on computer tapes sent by the registrars on each
of the CUNY ‘campuses). In short, the ACE utilizes student self-report data
and the data in the present report are the official records of student
performance.

With regard to GPA's, Table A provides a comparison of the two studies.
The findings are quite clear. If one assumes that the data based on the
official transcripts are accurate, the data based on student self-reports
presented in the ACE study vastly over-estimate the attainments of students
with respect to grades. The ACE report states that 25% of senior college
open admissions students attain a B or better average. The present report
finds this true for only 8% of the open admissions students. By the same
token, the ACE study finds that 13% of the open admissions students reported
a C~ or less, while our study finds that 42% of these students were below
this level. In short, we believe that the ACE study over-estimates grades
(based on student self-reports) by approximately a factor of three for the

senior colleges. The same conclusion holds for the community colleges.




127

TABLE A

N

Full Year Freshman Grades of CUNY Students
(In Percentages) .
Comparison of ACE and Lavin-Jacobson Findings*

Grades
B or Better B-, C+, or C C- or Less

SENIOR 0A Regular OA Regular 0A Regular
COLLEGES ACE L-J ACE L-J ACE L-J ACE 1-J ACE L-J ACE L-J
Baruch 16 5 44 28 66 40 48 49 19 55 8 23
Brooklyn 24 S 51 28 76 53 47 56 0 42 1 16
City Ceollege 21 4 53 30 57 41 40 49 22 56 8 22
Hunter 30 13 62 36 65 54 33 53 S 33 5 11
John Jay 30 - 57 - 63 - 4 - 6 - 2 -
Lehman 14 5 51 23 59 40 42 56 28 56 7 21
Queens 38 15 70 40 56 81 30 60 6 4 0 1
York 35 13 36 17 59 56 56 64 6 31 8 19

TOTAL 25 8 58 32 63 50 39 55 13 42 3 13

1

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES
Bronx 23 - 28 - 65 - 57 - 13 - 15 -
Hostos 48 - 54 - 45 - 36 - 7 - 10 -
Kingsborough 22 7 40 27 70 56 54 58 8 37 5 14
Manhattan 52 23 63 46 43 60 34 47 5 17 4 7
NYCCC 22 7 38 30 59 41 56 47 19 52 6 22
Queensborough i 3 33 16 64 33 61 53 22 63 7 31
Staten Island 26 4 38 23 57 37 51 48 17 58 11 29

TOTAL 24 7 40 26 61 44 53 51 15 49 8 24
* Lavin-Jacobson findings referred to as "L-J".
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Por regular students, the self-report data also are over-estimates,
but the bias is not as severe as for the open admissions students.
With regard to credit generation for the first year of open admissions,
the relevant comparisons are presented in Table B.
It is again clear for the case of the open admissions students, that
the ACE data are over-estimating success in the generation of credits.

However, the over-estimate is less drastic for credits than it is for grade

point average.
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TABLE B

Percentage of Freshmen Receiving More Than 24 Credits During 1970-71:

Comparison of ACE and Lavin-Jacobson Findings*

129

1

SENIOR Open Admissions R Regular
COLLEGES . ACE L-J ACE. L-J
Baruch 58 35 78 65
Brooklyn 71 47 92 84
City 62 42 85 72
Hunter 45 33 76 68
John Jay 47 - 74 -
Lehman 5: 56 88 84
Queens 51 46 84 74
York 67 45 73 67

TOTAL 55 43 84 76

_ COMMUNITY
t COLLEGES

Bronx 44 - 46 -
Hostos 31 - 44 -
Kingsborough 63 46 70 74
Manhattan 61 49 74 66
NYccc 54 41 59 65
Queensborough 35 17 48 45
Staten Island 51 34 66 63

TOTAL 50 34 60 60

* Lavin-Jacobson referred to in Table as "L-J"




